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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Prarson has for some time been very much exercised 
with reference to the large increase in the number of adjourned 
summonses set down to be heard before him in court. On the first 
day of the sittings, as reported elsewhere, the learned judge 
stated in court his intention to have those adjourned sum- 
monses which are really in effect actions, set down in the list of 
non-witness actions, and to direct the summonses under the 165th 
section of the Companies Act, 1862, to be put into the same list. 
Mr. Justice Pearson is not the only judge of the Chancery Division 
who is burdened with adjourned summonses. Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon has 34, Mr. Justice Kay 16, and Mr. Justice Currry 47 ; 
while Mr. Justice Pzarson has 85. 





Tue cause Lists for the Easter Sittings again show an increase of 
work before the Appeal Court as well as before two out of three 
Divisions of the High Court. In the Appeal Court the list contains 
170 appeals from the Chancery Division, including Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty as well as Stannaries appeals, and the same 
number from the Queen’s Bench Division; 16 from the Admiralty 
Division, set down to be heard with assessors, and 22 from bank- 
ruptcy decisions, making, with 5 standing for judgment, a total of 
383. In the Hilary Sittings list the total was 375, and, a year 
ago, 261. In the Chancery Division we find 155 cases set down 
before Vice-Chancellor Bacon, 184 before Mr. Justice Kay, 187 
before Mr. Justice Currry, 134 before Mr. Justice Nort, and 257 
before Mr. Justice Pearson, making a total of 867 causes as against 
825 at the Hilary Sittings and 870 at the Easter Sittings last year. 
In the Queen’s Bench Division there are 28 cases in the New Trial 
paper, 4 in the Special paper, 44 opposed motions, 28 cases in the 
Crown paper, and 2 in the Revenue paper. The causes for trial 
with juries number 461, and those without juries 484, thus making 
up a total of 1,051, as compared with 1,024 at the last sittings and 
865 a year ago. There are, besides, 10 bankruptcy matters for 
hearing before Mr. Justice Cave. In the Probate, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Division there are 54 cases in the probate cause list, 
234 in the matrimonial cause list, besides 76 standing over, and 
there are 31 actions for trial in the admiralty cause list. These 
make up a total in this Division of 395, as against 411 in Hilary 
Sittings and 243 a year ago. The grand total of all the lists, in- 
cluding that of the Appeal Court, amounts to 2,706 cases. In 
Hilary last, the total number was 2,636 cases, and in Easter, 
1883, 2,289. 





Tue Royat Covrrs or Justice Bill, 1884, to which we recently 
referred, is attracting a good deal of attention in consequence of 
the provision it contains for increasing the fees of court beyond the 
increase recently made, and we print elsewhere some forcible 
objections to the Bill which have been circulated by the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society. Previously to the 
promulgation of the new scale of fees, in the majority of 
instances, where the fee on the higher scale differed from 
that on the lower scale, the amount of the former was double 
that of the latter. The new scale abolished the difference, and 
almost, without exception, every item on the new list is of the same 
amount as the equivalent higher scale fee formerly exacted, and 
many new fees and percentages have been instituted. Practically, 
therefore, it may be estimated that, taking the average of all cases, 
the fees have ‘Sead already largely increased ; and in every case 
Which would formerly have paid fees on the lower scale, the fees 
are more than doubled. The Bill recites that it has been estimated 





that the general produce of the court fees fixed in pursuance of 
the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1875, and other Acts au- 
thorizing the same will be sufficient, after payment of the net 
expenses of the courts and offices, to produce the annual sum of 
£17,500 which it is proposed shall be paid out of court fees by 
way of rent for the oceupation of the Royal Courts of Justice. 
This, to anyone who has studied the accounts yearly issued of the 
receipts and expenditure of the High Court of Justice and Court of 
Appeal, must appear to be an extremely sanguine estimate. The 
more probable result will be that the present fees of court will 
prove to be insufficient to provide the expected amount; and in 
that case ‘‘ the authorities having power to fix the court fees ” are to 
take into consideration this fact, and if the difference averages over 
a course of three or five years £10,000, either of excess or 
deficiency, the court fees are to be reduced or increased as the au- 
thorities shall think necessary, so that a further increase of court 
fees may, probably, be looked for at the end of three or five years 
from the present time. And the fluctuation may not cease there ; 
as the Bill is worded the increase may be made from time to time 
every three or five years until the balance is adjusted to the satis- | 
faction of the Treasury, and the civil administration of justice 
becomes self-supporting. The power of taxing suitors to the extent 
here indicated left permanently in the hands of any body other than 
the Legislature, is capable of working injustice so obvious as to 
invite the opposition, not only of members of the legal profession, 
but of the public generally, who may possibly become suitors. 





Tae GENERAL score of the London Government Bill is to 
assimilate the government of London to the government of boroughs 
under the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, and, with this view, by 
far the greater part of that Act is, with slight modifications, incor- 
porated in the Bill. But the differences between London govern- 
ment and ordinary municipal government will, if the Bill passes, 
be many and important. We have carefully compared the Bill 
with the Municipal Corporations Act, and find the main differences 
to be as follows:—First, there are to be no aldermen, whereas, 
under the Municipal Corporations Act, s. 14, there are aldermen in 
every town council, holding office for six years. Secondly, the 
elections of common councillors are to be triennial, whereas the 
elections of councillors under the Municipal Corporations Act are 
annual, although only one-third of their number go out in every 
year (section 13). Thirdly, the office of ‘‘district counvillor” is 
entirely unknown to the boroughs under the Municipal Corpora- 
tions Act. Fourthly, ministers of religion are to be eligible as 
common councillors, whereas they are expressly disqualified by 
section 12 of the Municipal Corporations Act. Fifthly, Bills in 
Parliament are to be promoted and opposed by the common 
council, without any such cheek as is provided by Lee- 
man’s Act (35 & 36 Vict.c. 91). Sixthly, there is to be no 
such definite appointment of purposes to which the corporate funds 
are to be applicable as is provided by section 140 and schedule 5 of 
of the Municipal Corporations Act. As we read clauses 20 and 21 
of the Bill, the common council will have power to levy a rate for 
the public benefit of the citizens and the improvement of London, 
whereas it is only a surplus of a borough fund which, by section 
143 of the Municipal Corporations Act, may be applied for the 
— benefit of the inhabitants and the improvement of the 

rough. 





EnetanpD, as somebody has observed, is a strange country, and 
the Middle Ages die there very hard. Many venerable relics of 
antiquity still survive in our legal system against which, as we 
have often remarked, modern makers of statutes find frequent 
opportunities to run their heads. The Conveyancing Act is rather 
rich in such self-invited traps and pitfalls. We published last week 
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a note of a case (In re Pilling’s Trusts, supra, p. 443) in which 
Mr. Justice Pzarson had to deal with one of-those unforeseen ques- 
tions which are so difficult to answer. A sole trustee having died 
intestate in 1882 scised in fee simple of land held by him in trust, 
an order was made to appoint new trustees and to vest the trust 
property in them. At that time administration had not been taken 
out to his estate, and the order, as drawn up by the registrar, 
directed that the land should vest in the new trustees “for the 
estate therein now vested ir the heir-at-law” of the intestate. 
administration was taken out; and the question was 
Yaised. whether, notwithstanding the vesting order, the legal estate 
did. not, by virtue of section 30 of the Conveyancing Act, vest in 
the, administrator. Mr. Justice Prarson, with great ingenuity, 
evaded giving a positive decision upon the question, by making an 
order in no | a form as would suit either hypothesis. But he 
r to have inclined towards the opinion that, during the 
between the death of the intestate and the grant of ad- 
istration, the legal estate was vested in the heir-at-law. We 
‘must humbly confess that, to our apprehension, the language of the 
Act-much better supports the view that during such interval the 
estate is in abeyance. The Act says that the inheritance 
shall “‘ devolve to, and become vested in,” the administrator, ‘in 
like. manner as if the same were a chattel real vesting in” him. 
Now, there never was any objection in law to the abeyance of a 
chattel interest, and such an interest would clearly be in abeyance 
during the interval between the death and the grant of administra- 
tion. There was, it is true, the strongest possible objectior. in the 
eye of the old law to any abeyance of the immediate freehold. But 
since these grounds of objection do not at the present day (as they 
at one time did) rest upon any foundation of practical utility, and 
since they are so obsolete that have apparently been forgotten by 
everyone of the many learned persons who were concerned in pro- 
moting the Conveyancing Act, 1881, we may feel some doubt 
whether they ought to have much weight with regard to a totally 
new case, to which they are not directly made applicable by the 
language of the Act. 













Dr. Cameron has secured for Wednesday, the 30th of April next, 
the first place upon the Order Book of the House of Commons for 
the discussion of the second reading of his Bill ‘‘ to provide for the 
regulation of cremation, and other modes of the disposal of the 
dead,” so that a division upon the Bill may be expected to take 
place. The Bill assumes the legality of cremation, and the 
elaborate charge to the grand jury of Mr. Justice Srepnen in Reg. 
v. Price (L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 247) shows that the assumption is 
correct, the only restriction being that the cremation must not be 
performed under such circumstances as to create a public nuisance. 
The regulation of the practice is proposed to be accomplished by the 
provision that ‘it shall not be lawful to burna dead body, or dis- 
pose of it otherwise than by burial, until the death has been re- 
gistered under the Registration Acts as amended” by the Bill, and 
“‘ except in a place licensed for that purpose by the Secretary of 
State, and in accordance with regulations which shall, from time 
to time, be made by the Secretary of State.” If the Bill be in- 

-tended to make cremation more frequent, we think that it would 
have been better to legalize the practice in so many words, look- 
ing to the novelty of the points raised in Reg. v. Price. More- 
over, it is extremely doubtful whether, under the Bill as 
now worded, the Home Secretary would be under any legal obli- 
gation to license crematories, or to make regulations for their 
management. It would be desirable, therefore, to frame, in a schedule 
to the Bill, a set of simple regulations, which might be altered 
from time to time by the Secretary of State, or other central 
authority. The Bill also provides that it shall be illegal to bury 
until the death has been registered, and that death is not to be 
registered without the production of a medical certificate of the 
caure of death, in the terms of the Registration Acts. Failing 
euch a certificate the coroner is to hold an inquest upon the body, 
as in a case of sudden death. 





A BAKER was recently indicted at the Boston Quarter Sessions 
for selling a loaf of bread adul'erated with thirty-five grains of 
slem, and, upon conviction, sentenced to a month’s imprisonment. 


but, that the offence isa common law misdemeanor is un 

(see 2. v. Dixon, 3 M. & 8. 11), and the power of proceeding by 
indictment is expressly saved by section 28 of the Sale of Food 
and Drugs Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 63), and so is “ any other 
remedy against any offender” under that Act. The adulterator 
of bread may, indeed, be proceeded against in any one of three 
ways. First, by indictment at common law, the punishment upon 
conviction being fine or imprisonment, or both, to an amount and ex. 
tent in the absolute discretion of the court of trial. Secondly, by 
summary proceedings under the Bread Act of 1836 (6 & 7 Will. 4, ¢, 
37). By this Act only bread ‘‘ made of flour or meal, of wheat, 
barley, rye, oats, buckwheat, Indian corn, peas, beans, rice, or 
omy: and with any common salt, pure water, eggs, milk, barm, 
eaven, potato or other yeast”’ may be lawfully sold (section 2), 
and any baker or other person using any other mixture or ingredient 
whatsoever “shall, for every such offence, forfeit the sum of not 
more than £10, nor less than £5” (section 8). And, what is more, 
the same section provides that ‘it shall be lawful for” the con. 
victing justices ‘‘ to cause the offender’s name, place of abode, and 
offence to be published in some newspaper which shall be printed 
or published in or near the city, county, borough, or place where 
the offence shall have been committed, and to defray the expense 
of publishing the same out of the money so to be forfeited.” 
Thirdly, proceedings may be taken under the more modern Sale of 
Food and Drugs Act, 1875, s. 6, ‘‘ whereby no person shall sell, 
to the prejudice of the purchaser, any article of food which is not 
of the nature, substance, and quality of the article demanded b 
such purchaser, under a penalty not exceeding £20,” but this 
statute, unlike the Bread Act of 1836, and the Adulteration Act of 
1872 (which last Act it repeals) contains no provision for publica- 
tion of the name of the culprit. 





In a case of In re Wilkinson, reported elsewhere, an attempt 
appears to have been made to obtain the reversal of the practice 
which prevailed under the former bankruptcy systems of, as a general 
rule, allowing the costs of a trustee, who is unsuccessful in litigation, 
not shown to be improper, out of the bankrupt’s estate. The official 
receiver applied as trustee to Mr. Justice Cave to set aside an 
assignment on the ground that it was a fraudulent preference, but 
the application was dismissed. The learned judge gave the official 
receiver his costs out of the estate ; and he is reported to have re- 
marked that ‘‘the official receiver was entitled to take the opinion of 
the court in certain matters, and he did not think that he ought, 
except in an extreme case, to be made personally liable for costs.” 
That is, we presume, provided there is any estate of the bank- 
rupt out of which his costs can be paid. The learned judge cannot, 
of course, have meant to upset_ the well-established rule that a 
trustee in bankruptcy who brings an action or takes proceedings 
before the Court of Bankruptcy in substitution for an action, is, as 
between thie parties to the action, in the~same~position as to costs 
a it. ‘* The reason,” said Metsu, L.J., in Xe 
parte Angerstein (22 W. R. 581), where it was urged that there 
was hardly any estate to pay the trustee’s costs, “for ordering 
the trustee to pay costs is, that applications of this kind to the 
Court of Bankruptcy are substitutes for an action at law. Inan 
action at law the trustee in bankruptcy would be liable for costs 
just as any other plaintiff. In the case where the trustee makes 
an application, he ought to be satisfied that he has good grounds 
for making it; if he is doubtful as to the result, before making it 
he should get an indemnity against costs from the creditors, if he 
knows there are no assets out of which he can be paid.” 





AN IMPORTANT ANNOUNCEMENT in connection with the law of 
evidence was made by Warxin Witu1ams, J.,c0n Wednesday last. 
That learned judge stated that, after consultation with many other 
judges, he come to the conclusion that an unstamped document 
was, unless the unpaid duty and penalty should be paid, abso- 
lutely inadmissible in evidence for any purpose except in crim 
proceedings. Such is, beyond doubt, the construction 
sections 16 and 17 of the Stamp Act, 1870, section 16 
setting forth the terms upon which the unpaid duty may be 
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to be unstam and section 17 providing that, “save and except 
as aforesaid,” no instrument ‘shall, except in criminal pro- 
gpedings, be given in evidence, or admitted to be good, useful, or 
available in law or equity, unless it is duly stamped in accordance 
with the law in force at the time when it was first executed.” 


documents were available in evidence to prove fraud, or 
some other fact collateral to the issue. (See, for instance, 
Coppock v. Bower, 4 M. & W. 361; Gregory v. Fraser, 3 Camp. 
454; Holmes v. Sizemith, 21 L. J. Ex. 312; Haigh v. Brooks, 
10 Ad. & E. 309; Matheson v. Ross, 2H. L. Cas. 286; 
y. Benthall, L. R. 2 C. P. 488, from which, and other cases, it 
a that the court, prior at least to 1870, took a very liberal 
view of the expression, ‘‘ fact collateral to the issue.’’) We are not 
aware of any reported case since 1870 bearing upon the point, 

perhaps, ing Association 


except, In re Teignmouth, &e., Shippi 
LR. 14 Eq. 148), but we ia 


Under pa Stamp Acts it had been frequently held that un- perf 
stampe 


ve little doubt that the cases prior 
to that date created an impression that the very plain words of 
the statute were inadequate to remove. 





“Tue atrention of the Board of Works,” says a correspondent, 
“should be directed to the floor of the Central Hall of the Royal 
Courts of Justice. Cracks are beginning to appear in the tesselated 
pavement in every direction, showing a defect either in the pave- 
ment itself or in the mode of laying it. Moreover, in numerous 
places two or three tesserw together have altogether disappeared, 
indicating that at no distant period the traffic will develop an ex- 
tensive break up of the floor.” 





Tae room set apart in the Royal Courts of Justice for a bar 
library, situate immediately over Appeal Court No. 1, is now 
completely fitted with shelves and furniture, and is ready for the 
reception of the books, when the benchers of the different inns of 
court provide them. 








On Tuesday last Mr. Justice Pearson again referred to the block 
of adjourned summonses in his court, of which, he said, eighty-four 
had come into the paper since the 23rd of January. He said that 
the non-witness causes were also greatly in arrear, only one having 
been heard since Christmas. An unfair advantage was being taken 
of the new order as to “originating summonses,” and numbers of 
cases came into the paper by way of originating summonses 
which were really actions, and so obtained a precedence to which 
they were not entitled. What he intended to do in future was 
this—he should have such of the adjourned summonses as were 
really actions placed in the list of non-witness actions, and should 
not allow them to have precedence over the regular cause list. The 
numerous summonses under section 165 of the Companies Act of 
1862 he also intended to send into the non-witness list. Other 
summonses, such as those for directions as to the mode of trial of 
an action, he should direct his chief clerk to indorse as to be brought 
on upon motion day, and he should give distinct notice that all 
summonses so indorsed, if not brought on at the earliest moment— 
that is, on the first motion day after the indorsement—would be 
treated as abandoned motions. His lordship intimated that 
these rules would apply only to new summonses, and he said that, 
for the present, he should direct that the originating summonses 
Which are already in the list of adjourned summonses should go to 
the bottom of the list. 

Mr. Justice Field had before him on Tuesday a list of ten cases for trial, 
but at the sitting of the court seven were struck out in consequence of the 
Chemoe of the parties. Mr. Justice Field complained that solicitors 


allowed cases to remain on the paper when they were really settled, 
instead of giving notice at the proper office of what had happened. - 


Vice-Chancellor Bacon on Tuesday postponed the further hearing of a 
case for a week, in consequence of an accident to Mr. Matthews, Q.C., 
Who is retained in the case. The accident was the result of a horse 
bolting, but it was stated that the injuries were not of a serious character. 





CONCERNING ESCROWS, 


conditions requisite to constitute an escrow are not so y 
known. In several respects the doctrines on this subject, to be 
found in the old books, have been greatly modified by modern 
decisions, and as there is a lack in the text-books of exposition of 
the present law on the subject, we may, perhaps, afford our readers 
some assistance by a short review of it. : 
We may, first of all, consider the question to whom the Sscrow 
may be delivered. Coke lays it down (Co. Lit. 36a) that “if a 
man deliver a writing to the party to whom it is made as'an 
escrow, to be his deed upon certain conditions, this is an absdlitite 
delivery of the deed, being made to the party himself. . 1°. 
But it may be delivered to a stranger as an escrow.” 
proposition was well supported by authority. There was a resolu. 


tion to that effect in Thoroughgood’s case (9 Co. R., at p. 187); and 
in Whyddon’s case (Cro. mie foo it was secidea that ‘Kine dren 
of a deed cannot be averred to be to the i 
see also Hawkshaw v. Gatchel, Cro. Eliz. 835, Williams v. Green, 
id. 884). The reason given for the doctrine is that ‘the law 
respects the delivery to the i 
which will make the express delivery to the party upon the matter 
no delivery.” Sheppard’s Touchstone (pp. 58, 59) mis-states this 
doctrine, and lays it down that “‘ the delivery of a deed as an escrow 
is where one doth make and seal a deed and deliver it unfo a 
— until certain conditions be performed.”’ The doctrine was, 
not that the deed must necessarily be delivered to as , but that 
it must not be delivered to the grantee or covenantee. far as we 
know, the ancient doctrine has never been expressly reversed so far as 
it relates to actual delivery of a deed at the time of sealing to the 
grantee or covenantee himself, and it was expressly recognized by 
Crompton, J., in Pym v. il (25 L. J. Q. B., at p. = But 
it has been considerably modified by the observations of , V.C., in 
Watkins v. Nash (L. R. 20 Eq. 262). In that case a re-conveyance 
was executed by one of two trustee-mortgagees expressly as an 
escrow, conditional on payment of the mortgage debt, and was left 
by him with his co-trustee. The co-trustee afterwards also exe- 
cuted the re-conveyance y as an escrow “‘ upon the faith of 
an undertaking that the business should be forthwith settled,” and 
handed the re-conveyance to the solicitor of the mortgagor. This 
was held to be a good delivery as an escrow, and the learned 
Vice-Chancellor in his judgment remarked, as to the execution by 
the first co-trustee (p. 266), ‘It is said that the deed thus executed 
could not be called an escrow, because it was not delivered to a 
stranger; and that is, no doubt, the way in which the rule is 
stated in some of the text-books—Sheppard’s Touchstone for 
instance; but, when those authorities are examined, it will be 
found that it is not merely a technical question as to whether or 
not the deed is delivered into the hands of A. B. to be held con- 
ditionally ; but, when a delivery to a stranger is spoken of, what 
is meant is a delivery of a character negativing its being a delivery 
to the grantee or to the party who is to have the benefit of the 
instrument. You cannot deliver the deed to the grantee himself, 
it is said, because that would be inconsistent with its preserving 
the character of an escrow. But if, upon the whole of the tran- 
saction, it be clear that the — was not intended to bea 
delivery to the grantee at that time, but that it was to be some- 
thing different, then you must not give effect to the delivery as 
being a complete delivery, that not being the intent of the 8 
who executed the instrument.” So far the judgment merely cor- 
rectly explains the effect of the old doctrine. But, as to the 
execution by the second co-trustee, the learned judge said he saw 
no difficulty in holding that, if it were a delivery to the solicitor 
acting for the mortgagor, ‘‘ it was a delivery to him as an agent for 
all ies for the of that delivery.” It had been 
previously held that a deed might be deli as an escrow toa 
solicitor acting for all the parties to it (Millership v. Brookes, 5 
H. & N. 797); but, having regard to the old it certainly 
seems a strong thing to bald diet on cowow maybe ivered to a 
solicitor acting for the grantee alone. : 
It is necessary to remember that a deed may either be delivered 
without words, or may be delivered by words without any act of 











__THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


April 26, 2884. 








delivery (Co. Lit. $60). Delivery without words meant actual 
handing over. of the ent to some specific person. For 
Instance, in Chamberlain y. Stanton (Cro. Eliz. 122), the jury 
found that the defendant signed and sealed a bond “ and then laid 
it on a table, and the plaintiff came and took it.” All the justices 
held that it was not the defendant’s deed. According to the 
modern practice, a deed is invariably delivered by words, and the 
words do not indicate any specific person to whom the delivery is 
made. We imagine that the occasions are rare in which there can 
be said to be an actual delivery by the grantor or coyenantor to 
any specific person. The deed, after it has been signed by the 


grantor, and the magic words have been uttered by him, is usually | P® 


left by him on the solicitor’s table. Can a deed be an escrow 
when no particular person is selected as the person to whom it is 
Jelivered ¢ According to Vice-Chancellor Hall, in Watkins v. 
Nash, a deed so executed and delivered may be an escrow, 
provided there was no delivery to the grantee, and it was intended 
that the instrument should be incomplete until the conditions pre- 
scribed had been performed. 

& It has long been settled that an express delivery as an escrow is 
| not essential, if it can be implied, from all the circumstances, that the 
deed was not intended to operate until the fulfilment of certain 
conditions. As Parke, B., said in Bowker v. Burdekin (11M. & 
W. 128), ‘I take it to be now settled, though the law was other- 
wise in ancient times, that in order to constitute the delivery of a 
writing as an escrow, it is not necessary that it should be done by 
express words, but you are to look at all the facts attending the 
execution, to all that took place at the time, and to the result of 
the transaction ; and, therefore, although it is in form an absolute 
delivery, if it can be reasonably inferred that it was delivered not 
to take effect as a deed till a certain condition was performed, it 
will nevertheless operate as an escrow. What are the circum- 
stances from which such an intention may be inferred? It was in- 
ferred in Johnson v. Baker (4 B. & Ald. 440), from the circum- 
stance that a composition deed, after being executed by the 
surety, was delivered to one of the creditors to get it executed by 
the rest of the creditors (but see Ponsford v. Walton, L. R. 3 C. P. 
167). In Gudgen v. Besset (6 E. & B. 986) a lease by deed 
executed by the lessor was held to be an escrow, on the ground 
that it was retained by the lessor, the lessee being let into posses- 
sion as tenant from year to year only, until he paid a certain sum for 
fixtures. In this case Coleridge, J., said that the ‘‘detention of 
the parchment by the plaintiff himself is a fact very significant of 
what the intention was.’’ On the other hand it was held, in Doe 
v. Knight (5 B. & C. 671), that if a party to an instrument seals 
it, and declares, in the presence of a witness, that he delivers it as 
his deed, but keeps it in his own possession, and there is nothing 
to qualify that, or to show that the executing party did not intend 
it to operate immediately, except the keeping of the deed in his 
own hands, it isa valid and effectual,deed, and delivery to the party 
who is to take by the deed is not essential. The result of the cases 
seems to be to show that wherever the whole of the facts lead to an 
inference that an instrument, although not expressly delivered as 
an escrow, was not intended to operate until the performance of 
certain conditions, it will not operate as a deed until those condi- 
tions have been fulfilled. 

The question whether an instrument has been executed only as 
an escrow is, in general, a question of fact fora jury ; but there is 
some authority toshow that, where the evidence isin writing, the 
construction of the evidence will be for the judge (see Furness v. 
Meek, 27 L. J. Ex. 34). 








The new Bradford County Court Judge, Mr. J. J. Powell, Q.C., took 
his seat at Bradford for the first time on Tuesday. He was introduced by 
Mr. Daniel, Q.C., and Mr. J. G. Hutchinson, on behalf of the practitioners 
in the court, offered congratulations to the new judge. In the course of 
his reply his Honour said :—‘‘ To be the judge of a district such as this is 
a laborious task, and a very responsible task ; and it is especially laborious 
and responsible in following a judge of whom in his presence I cannot say 
much, and of whom here it is unnecessary to say anything, because you 

know him—that is, personally, not professionally or judicially —better 
than I do. I will, however, endeavour to do this, and I do not know that 
I can gee better course—I will earnestly endeavour to imitate his 
example, I will endeavour to be as patient, as courteous, as firm, as he 
has and if I cannot be as learned, if I cannot discharge the duties 
of the office as patiently as he has done, I will, nevertheless, endeayour 
to do so to the best of my capacity.” 





REVIEWS. 


MERCANTILE AND MARITIME LAW. 


A Seecrion or LEADING CasEs ON MERCANTILE AND Manirnyg 
Law. With Notes. By Owzen Davies Tupor, Barrister-at-Lay, 
Tatrp Epirion. Maxwell & Son; H. Sweet; Stevens & Sons, 


The portentous bulk of the English law at the present day is wel] 
illustrated by this useful volume; which, though it professes to deal 
only with one branch out of many, has in this edition reached 1,200 
. In its general design it resembles the other well-known 
collections of leading cases for which the profession is indebted 

ly to Mr. Tudor alone and partly to his collaborateur, Mr. White, 

e usefulness of partial — of the law like the present volume is to 
a very appreciable extent dependent upon the reader’s general know. 
ledge of what is to be found there ; and we think that a more detailed 
table of contents would have been a valuable supplement to the index, 
And it is even possible that the construction of such a table might 
have suggested to the learned author some improvements in hj 
method of arrangement. We should have felt disposed to a: 
the headings in the order of the generality of their application; 
placing first those which, as having the widest scope, are usually of 
the widest practical interest. It is quite in accordance with this 
principle of arrangement that the volume should begin, as it does, with 
the subject of the appropriation of payments (Clayton’s case) ; but, 
instead of following this with the cases on bottomry, general average, 
and. marine insurance, we should have preferred to go next to 
Don v. Lippman, which does not appear until p. 613, and the cases 
upon the conflict of law and the enforcement of foreign judgments; 
after which might have come the case of market overt, and the sub- 
jects of property in chattels, lien, and stoppage in transitu; as also 
the partnership cases, and the bankruptcy cases; leaving the cases 
on marine insurance and cognate subjects, which may be said to 
belong to municipal maritime law, and the cases on capture, blockade, 
and contraband of war, which belong to international maritime 
law, to close the volume. There is always room for much differ- 
ence of opinion upon questions of arrangement; and it is with 
diffidence that we submit our own views. But the sketch which 
we have given, if it serves no other purpose, will at all events 
supply any of our readers who do not happen to be acquainted 
with the work with an outline of the miscellaneous and extensive 
information contained in it. We need not say that a collection of 
the cases bearing upon the above-mentioned subjects will prove of 
the highest assistance to every lawyer who has any concern with 
mercantile affairs. The cases are brought well up to date, including 
in the addenda those reported in the Law Reports of January last. 
The changes made by the new Bankruptcy Act in the portions of 
bankruptcy law treated of in the book are fully noticed by Mr. 
Tudor. Thus, under the head of ‘‘ Reputed Ownership,” he points 
out (pp. 706, 709, 711) that the scope of the reputed Caen Git 
clause, which is now represented by section 44, sub-section (iii. 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, has been restricted; for the chattels 
there referred to must be in the ‘‘ possession, order, or disposition of 
the bankrupt in his trade or business.” The words in_ italics, 
which take the place of the words in the Act of 1869, “‘ being 4 
trader,” have much significance. Mr. Tudor justly observes that, 
“assuming the doctrine of reputed ownership to be founded on 
sound principles, the law as altered will be found in operation 4 
great hardship to separate creditors, who may have given credit to 
a trader on the faith of his apparent ownéeuhi , a8, for instance, of 
valuable furniture in a house not connec with his trade or 
business.” The question of reputed ownership, especially in regard 
to its modification by the influence of trade customs, is one which has 
been examined more than once in our columns. We should hardly 
have been disposed to rely, as the learned author seems to do, 
upon the case of Hx parte Hattersley (26 W. R. 636, L. R. 8 Ch. 
D. 601) as a sufficient authority for the proposition, that the custom 
of hiring out pianos to be paid for by instalments is sufficiently estab- 
lished to take pianos so hired, by whatever class of persons, out of 
the ‘‘reputed ownership” clause, apparently without any reference to 
the qualification of the person by whom they are hired. Such is, 
undoubtedly, the import of that case; but we can feel no certainty 
that it would be followed by the Court of Appeal. Both the reason 
of the thing, and what seems to have been the ratéo decidendi in Crawcowr 
v, Salter (L. R. 18 Ch. D, 30), have always appeared to us to require, 
that in addition to a custom on the part of the lender to Jend out pianos 
on hire, there should also be proved to exist a custom on the part of the 
hirer to take in pianos on hire. And the decision of the Court of 
Appeal in the recent case of x parte Brooks, In re Fowler (31 W. BR. 
833, L. R. 23 Ch. D. 261), seems to be a step further towards the 
gest adoption of our view. We doubt whether it can, in future, 

sa 


y assumed upon the strength of Hx parte Hattersley, that the 
rule which, in Lx parte Brooks, was applied to furniture bs general 
does not apply to pianos. 
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CONVEYANCING, 


A PracTicaAL INTRODUCTION TO CONVEYANCING, CONTAINING THE 
SUBSTANCE OF Two CouRSES OF LECTURES DELIVERED BEFORE 
THE INCORPORATED LAw Socrety, REVISED WITH REFERENCE TO 
THE CONVEYANCING AND Law oF Property Acts, 1881, 1882, 
que SETTLED Lanp Acr, 1882, AND THE MARRIED WoMEN’s 
ProperTy Act, 1882. By Howarp WARBURTON ELPHINSTONE, 
Barrister-at-Law. TurIrRD Epirion. W. Maxwell & Son. 


We are glad to observe that this excellent manual has reached a 
jhird edition. It is as accurate, complete, and interesting an intro- 
duction to conveyancing as any student could desire; and we think 
the author is fully justified in his belief that ‘‘ the student who has 
thoroughly mastered this book will be able, with the assistance of a 
good collection of common forms, to prepare any draft of ordinary 
occurrence.” The new edition embodies the changes effected by the 
statutes mentioned in the title tersely, but, generally s ing, with 
sufficient explanation. The cases of importance since the last edition 
have been noted with great vigilance; we have not detected the 
omission of any decision which it is desirable the student should 
know ; and the practical result of the decisions is very well given. 
The feature of the book is its practical treatment of the subject ; it 
gives the student who is set down to a draft exactly the 
explanations and information he requires in order to comprehend 
what he is about, and we do not know that higher praise could be 
given toa book of the kind. We may perhaps suggest that the index 
is capable of considerable improvement. ‘There are no headings 
“Forfeiture” or ‘‘ Re-entry,” and some of the sub-headings are 


very meagre. 





BILLS OF SALE, 


Tue Bruits oF SALE Acts, 1878 AND 1882, WITH AN INTRODUCTION 
AND EXPLANATORY NOTES, SHOWING THE CHANGES MADE IN THE 
Law witH REsprect To Bruus oF SALE, TOGETHER WITH AN AP- 
PENDIX OF PRECEDENTS, RuLEs oF Court, ForMs, AND STATUTES. 
By EpwarD WILLIAM Firuran, Barrister-at-Law. SxrconD EDI- 
TION. Stevens & Sons, 


The es feature of the new edition of Mr. Fithian’s book is 
the collection of the decisions under the Act of 1882, which he gives 
inthe notes to the sections at considerable length, “‘for the con- 
venience of those readers who may be unable to refer to the law 
reports,” Thus he devotes nearly five es to the facts and judg- 
ment in Davis vy. Burton (31 W. R. 523, 32 W. RB. 423) He gives 
a reference to the other recent decisions on section 9, but does not 
speculate on the extent to which bills of sale may deviate from the 
statutory form, and contents himself with a laudatory reference to 
the precedents of bills of sale in Prideaux, which he reprints in the 
appendix tohis work. The book will be useful as collecting the 
decisions up to date,. 





CORRESPONDENCE. 


A SUGGESTION TO AUTHORS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—If you agree with me that sufficient books on the Convey- 
ancing, Bankruptcy, and other recent Acts have already been pub- 
lished, perhaps you will allow me to suggest to any gentleman who 
may be thinking of adding to the number that there is a more useful 
field of labour open to him. Equity and common lawyers are well- 
ped with digests of case law, but the conveyancer is in want of a 
teady guide to the precedents of which he may be in search. It is 
tne that he has Mr. Copinger’s Index, but, since it was published, 
many new editions of indexed works and many additional works have 
appeared, so that a considerable expenditure of time in searching for 

orms is still neces: . If an exhaustive index would be too heavy 
an undertaking, the index might be limited to works published since 
Mr. Copinger’s Index, but it should, I think, contain references to 
common forms also; in other words, it should be a consolidated 
index to the table of contents and index of every book dealt with. 
It would be a matter for consideration whether ail the forms should 
be indexed under such headings as ents, Conveyances, &c., 
following the arrangement Ton 0 ry table of contents, or 
whether the headings should not be to the subject-matter. It seems 
to me that some forms would be more usefully arranged on the a 
plan. Take, for example, those relating to fee-farm rents or 
rent-charges, They may be according to the following 


gle. prepared for my own use, and which some of your readers may 
0 . 

Documents by virtue of which the above rents ‘are authorized or 
agreed to be created :— 


ed.; 6 Byth, 79, 2nd ed. [32 an 
2nd ed. 





I.—Powers authorizing sale at a rent— 
(1.) By trustees or tenant for life— 

a.) 5 < one of land in trust for sale: 2 Key & Elph. 465, 
2nd ed. ; 

(b.) of settlement of land purchased under power in personalty 
settlement: 2 Key & Elph. 474; 

(c.) of strict settlement by deed: 3 Dav., pt. 2, 3rd ed., 1093 
note; 2 Prid. 318, 12th ed.; 2 Key & E. 597 (full sag Aner 
(extending Settled Land Act); Wolst. & Turn, Settled d, 
100 (extending Act) ; 

(d.) of strict settlement by will: 2 Key & Elph. 780 (extending 
Act); Christie’s Wills, 484, 2nd ed. ; 

(e.) of will containing devise of land in trust for conversion : 
4 Dav. 513, 3rd ed. ; Christie’s Wills, 308, 2nd ed. 

(2.) By mortgagee: 2 Key & E. 146; 2 Dav., pt. 2, 4th ed., 588. 
II.—Powers (for a rent) to— 
(1.) Grant sites for churches, parks, &c.; 2 Key & E. 600; 3 Dav. 

1222, 3rd ed. 

2.) Exchange; 2 Key & E. 606. 
3.) Partition: 2 Key & E. 606. 
4.) Enfranchise: 2 Key & E. 607; 3 Dav. 1010, 1012; 4 Day. 

422, 

(5.) Grant easements: 2 Key & E. 608, 618; 3 Dav. 1216; 4 Dav. 

508 


(6.) Purchase easements: 2 Key & E, 608; 4 Dav. 508. 

II1.—Conditions or contracts for sale at a rent— 

( By public auction (buildings to be erected): 1 Key & E, 281. 

2.) By private treaty (buildings to be erected): 1 Prid., 12th ed., 
~ : Selene Building Leases, 391; and Jepson’s Lands Clauses 

ts. 

(3.) By private treaty (buildings erected), a gross sum being also 

id: 1 Key & E., 287. 
4)'To a railway company: 2 Dav., pt. 1, 60, 4th ed, 
ocuments by which the rents are created :-— 

(1.) Conveyance by owner in fee at a rent (buildings to be erected) : 
2 Dav., pt. 1, 504; Dav. Conc. Conv.; 1 Prid, 345, 12th ed. ; 
9 Byth. 518, 3rd ed.; Greenwood’s Manual; 1 Roase’s Pract. 
Conv. 55, 3rd ed. ; Hayes’ C. C. 53, 4th ed. ; Emden’s Building 
Leases, 452; 1 Hughes’ Conv. 138, 2nd ed. 

(2.) The like, purchaser taking the benefit of existing covenants and 
power of distress vested in the vendor as an indemnity against a 

revious rent: 1 Key & E. 499. 

(3 Conveyance by owner in fee toa railway company at a rent: 
1 Key & E. 512; 2 Dav., pt. 1, 571, 4th ed. [and in 3rd ed. 486] ; 
Frend & Ware’s Railway Preo. 

(+) Conveyance by tenants in common in fee at a rent with in- 

emnity (by covenant and power of retention) against a previous 
rent (buildings erected): 1 Prid, 350, 

(5.) Appointment by tenant for life at a rent (buildings to be 
erected): 1 Prid. 353; Emden’s Building Leases, 458. 

(6.) Conveyance by mort and mo r at a rent limited to 
the mortgagee: 1 Key & E. 503; 1 Prid. 358. 

(7.) Grant of several rents, each to issue out of separate heredita- 
ments: 1 Prid. 354. 

(8.) Grant of two rents by way of indemnity: 4 Byth. 175, 3rd 
ed 


(9.) Grant of one rent: Lewis’s Princ. Conv. 436; Greenwood’s 
Manual, 3rd ed., 267; 1 Key & E. 385 n. (g.), Ist ed.; Prior’s 
Cony. 134; 1 Bone’s Conv. 324. 

(10.) Conveyance to trustees at a rent as an indemnity to pur- 
chasers against a previous rent: 5 Dav. pt. 2, 676, 2nd ed. ; 
4 Byth. 265, 2nd ed. [181, 3rd ed.]. 

Documents dealing with the rents :— 

I.—On sale— 

(1.) Condition as to title to rent: 1 Key & E. 2nd ed., 254, 262; 
1 Prid. 62; 9 Byth. 50, 3rd ed. 

(2,) Conveyance of rent: 1 Key & EB. 505; 1 Prid. 357; 2 Dav. 
pt. 1, 264, 4th ed.; 1 Rouse’s Pract. Conv. 78; 9 Byth. 630, 
3rd ed. ; Sweet’s Conc. Conv. 200, 203; 1 Williams’ Conv. 77. 

(3.) Conveyance of several rents, one being subject to part of a 
previous rent: 1 Key & E. 505. 

I1.—On mortgage: 2 Day. pt. 2, 581, 4thed.; 5 Byth. 888, 2nd 

i 205, 3rd ed.]; 2 Hughes’ Conv. 148, 


III,—On exchange: 4 Byth. 92, 2nd ed. [16, 3rd ed.]. 
IV.—On apportionment :— 
1.) By rentowner—Deed of apportionment: 1 Key & E. 61. 
2.) By landowner— 
a) Conditions (at auction) apportioning rent between lots: 
E. 266; 1 Dav, 684, 4th ed.; 1 Prid, 70, 71. 
(b.) Deed containing cross-powers of distress, &c. (between pur- 
ba vendor on ), as an wwe 8 “ 
against the + of more than a of a 
rent: 1 Prid ; 2 Crabb’s Conv. 1004, Sth ed. 
(c.) Power for mortgagee to apportion rent on sale in lots: 2 Key 
& E. 147; 2 Davy. pt. 2, 581, 4th ed. 
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(d.) Similar power for trustees: 2 Key & E. 465 n. » 

(e.) Apportionment of rent on partition of the land: 5 Dav. pt. 
2, 3rd ed., 13; 2 Key & E, 278. 

V.—On release :— 

(1.) Agreement not to distrain: 6 Byth. 3rd ed., 403 (9 Byth. 

ed., 868; and for an assignment of a life annuity to trus- 
tees upon trust to receive it out of part of the lands: see 9 Byth. 
870, and Prior, 140; and for an agreement to indemnify against 
by person entitled to rent for life: see 9 Byth. 868; Prior, 139; 
Sweet’s Conc. Conv. 231). 

(2.) Agreement giving landowner option to purchase the rent 
within stated time: 1 Key & E. 502; Hayes’ Conc. Conv. 4th 
ed., 60; Prior, 135. 

(3) To landowner to extinguish the rent: 1 Prid. 414; Sweet’s 

. C. 201, 203; 3 Wilde’s Suppl. 674, 3rd ed. 
—” a trustee for landowner to keep the rent on foot: 2 
ey & E. 383; Sweet’s C. C. 200. 


(6) 4 a of part of the land: 2 Prid. 609 (see also above, 


Documents dealing with land subject to rent :— 
I.—On sale :— 
a Conditions (at auction) :— 
a.) Providing for part of purchase-money being vested in trus- 
tees as an indemnity against rent: Hayes’ C. C. 4th ed., 485. 
(b.) Charging rent on one lot only and providing indemnity to 
other lots: 1 Key & E. 260; 1 Dav. 4th ed., 684, 685, 686, 688. 
(c The like without indemnity : Hayes’ C. C. 484. 
d.) As to title to land subject to part of a rent not legall 
apportioned: 1 Dav. 686, 687; 1 Prd. 71; 9 Byth. 43, 3 ; 
(e.) t the land is subject to rent, &c.: 1 Prid. 63, 71. 
a for sale of freeholds which are subject to rent: 1 


(3) Conveyance of freeholds which are subject to a rent: Dav. 
. C. 164, 13th ed.; 1 Prid. 356; 2 Dav. pt. 1, 473. 


(4.) Conveyance of dwelling-house subject to part of a rent: 1 
baa. 359. . , . 


oy) 


(5.) Deed charging rent exclusively on part of the land, with 
power of distress: 4 Byth. 191, 194, 3rd ed.; 2 Crabb’s Conv. 
5th ed., 999, 1000, 

II.—On mortgage :— 

ex By owner in fee: 2 Dav. pt. 2, 581, 4th ed. 

2.) By tenants in common in fee of two properties subject to 

separate rent for each: 2 Key & E. 144. 

III.—On partition (see above, ‘‘ Apportionment” (2) e.) :— 

Documents creating an indemnity against the rent :— 

I.—To purchasers o creation of another rent: 1 Key & E. 604; 
5 Dav. pt. 2, 207, 3rd ed. ; 4 Byth. 3rd ed., 175, 181; 2 Crabb, 

Re 2 Wilde’s Supp. 589. 

.—To person purchasing at a rent by giving him power to retain 
his rent: 1 Prid. 352. © Te , 

IIl.—By giving power of distress: 1 Key & E. 607; Hayes’ C. C. 
383 ; 2 Martin’s Conv. 148, 775; 4 Byth. 191, 194, 3rd ed.; 2 
Crabb, 999. 

IV.—By vesting a sum of stock in a trustee: Prior, 141; 4 Byth. 
294, 2nd ed. 

V.—By vesting land in trustees: 2 Crabb, 1004. 

ON. insane es pointes SoLicrTor. 

o one can r ifled than our correspondent to prepare 

the work he suggests.—Eb. S. J.] . 





A NOVEL PROPOSAL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—The following advertisement may, perhaps, interest. some of 
your readers. It appears in the Times of April 18, p. 14, 4th column, 
third from the top. A. N. B. 

_ following is the advertisement referred to by our correspond- 
ent :— 

“A solicitor, competent and experienced, will undertake the legal 
work of business s by contract, according to the American 
tem, for a small sum annually. Highest on Bunt and security 
—- 907, Address and Inquiry Office, the Times Office, 





On Thursday a deputatiog of bankers had an interview with Mr. 
Chamberlain with reference #% the fee of £3 charged for opening a local 
banking eccount. Sir John Lubbock said it was contrary to the com- 
— come to when the Bankruptcy Bill was before the Committee on 

Mr. Chamberlain, in 'y, denied that there was any under- 
on the matter, and said that the fee charged was not only right 
in le, but reasonable in amount. 


THE NEW PRACTICE. 


R. 8. C., 1883, onv. 31, xn. 12—Discoveny—Propvuction or Booxs op 
Bustness—TRustgE—Breacu or Trust—EmpPiLoyMent Or Trust Money rw 
TrustTzez’s owN Bustness—Discovery IN Arp or Casz aGarnst Co-TRusrae, 
—In a case of Whitham v. Whitham, before Pearson, J., on the 22nd inst., 
a question arose as to the production by a trustee of the books relating to 
his own business in aid of a case alleged by a cestui que trust against a co. 
trustee. The action was brought by cestuis que trustent against a trustee, 
and the representatives of some deceased co-trustees, to compel the de- 
fendants to make good trust moneys which the trustee defendant, with 
the concurrence of the deceased co-trustees, had improperly employed in 
his business. The defendant did not, by his pecs. deny that he hed 
employed the trust moneys in his business. The qe claimed 
duction of the books of the trustee’s business, and he resisted the produc- 
tion, on the ground that the discovery was not material before the trial of 
the action, and also that the — were not entitled to any discovery 
from the trustee to assist them in establishing their case against the 
representatives of the deceased co-trustees, which case was that the de. 
ceased co-trustees could have recovered the trust moneys from the trustee 
defendant if they had sued him for them, and that they had been guil 
of wilful default in not suing him; and it was contended that a plain 

is entitled to discovery from a defendant only of matters relevant to an 
issue between him and the defendant, and not for the purpose of enabling 
the plaintiff to establish an issue between himself and another defendant 
which does not arise between the plaintiff and the defendant from whom 
the discovery is sought. On be! of the plaintiffs it was urged that the 
discovery of the books would enable them to elect at the trial without 
further inquiry whether they would claim from the defendant trustee 
interest at five per cent. on the trust moneys which he had employed in 
his busness, or the profits which he had derived from the employment of 
the moneys, and also that the books would show whether the trustee had 
been solvent, so that the co-trustees could successfully have sued him for 
the trust moneys. Pzarson, J., held that on both grounds the plaintiffs 
were entitled to production of the books. The trustee having admitted 
that he had employed the trust moneys in his business, the plaintiffs 
would be entitled, at the trial of the action, to a judgment either for the 
profits made by the trustee by the employment of the trust moneys, or for 
interest on those moneys at five per cent., and the discovery would be 
material to enable the plaintiffs to elect which alternative they would 
And, as to the case against the representatives of the deceased 
co-trustees, the point raised was an important one. It was said that a 
defendant could not be compelled to produce books which he would not 
be liable to produce as regarded any issue between himself and the 
plaintiff, in order to enable the plaintiff to obtain judgment upon an 
issue between himself and another defendant. But, having re; to the 
special circumstances of the present case, his lordship thought it was not 
necessary to decide this point. It was alleged that the production of the 
trustee’s books would show that the cestuis que trustent were entitled to be 
paid out of the estates of the deceased co-trustees, and his lordship thought 
that a trustee could not refuse to produce books in his possession, the 
production of which have the effect of saving the trust estate from loss. 
No doubt r. 12, of ord. 31, was wider than the old rule; it enabled the court 
to direct discovery to be made by “‘any other party” to an action, and 
not merely by the opposite party, and the court had the widest discretion 
whether it would make the order or not. If the court either thought that 
the order asked for was unnecessary, or had any doubt whether it would 
not work injustice, it had power to hold its hand. In the present case 
his lordship considered that the discovery could not by any possibility 
do injustice to anyone, and he thought it would do justice to the plain- 
tiffs.—CounsEL, Cozens Hardy, Q.C., and Swinfen Eady ; Dibdin. Sottct- 
tors, Blair § W. B. Girling ; Jacobs § Vincent. 








BANKRUPTCY CASES. 


QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
In BANKRUPTCY. 
Before CAvE, J.) 
April 22.—In re Wilkinson. F 

An important question of costs arose in this case. The official receiver, 
as trustee, applied to set aside an assignment, upon the ground that it 
constituted a fraudulent preference, but the learned judge, being dis- 
satisfied with the evidence, dismissed the application. 

E. C. Willis, Q.C., and Oswald, for the respondent, asked that the costs 
should follow the result, and be borne by the official receiver. — They 

inted out that the application had been made by the official receiver 0 

is capacity of trustee, and not as an officer of the court, and they sub- 
mi that there was no reason why the official receiver should stand in 8 
better position than an ordinary litigant. ~ 

Bigham, Q.C., and Chalmers, appeared for the official receiver. 

Cave, J., intimated that he would allow the costs out of the estate. 

Willis asked that the costs should be allowed in priority to those of the 
official receiver. The estate might be eaten up, and nothing left to pay 
the costs of the respondent of successfully r an expensive applica- 
tion. 

Cave, J., said the official receiver was entitled to take the opinion of the 
court in certain matters, and he did not think he ought, except in am 
extreme case, to be made personally liable for costs. In the present cas? 
all he could do was to give the respondent his costs out of the estate in 





priority to any subsequent costs.—TZimes. 


April 26, 1884, 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Company—Winvine vp—Insurricrent Assers—Costs—Prioniry — Ex- 
reRNAL LiTiGATION—GeENERAL Costs or WinpInc up—CHANGE oF Liqur- 
paror’s Sorrcrror.—On the 22nd inst., the Court of Appeal (Baccatuay, 
Corron, and Linp.ey, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision of Pearson, J., in In re 
The Dominion of Canada Plumbago Company (32 W. R. 425, ante, p. 274). 
The question was as to the priority of costs'in the winding up of the 
company. 3B. had acted as solicitor to the official liquidator in the 
aaling up from the date of his appointment until August, 1880, when 
the liquidator changed his solicitor. The assets of the company were 
insufficient to pay the costs incurred in the winding up, the only assets 
in the hands of the liquidator (exclusively of certain sums paid away b 
him and not now in question) being a sum of £35 17s, 11d., which had 
been realized by asale of the company’s stock-in-trade. After the change 
of solicitors the liquidator had unsuccessfully applied to have one Kirby 
placed on the list of contributories, and Fry, J., in dismissing the 
application, made the following order :—‘‘ The court does not think fit to 

e any order upon this application, but doth order the official 
liquidator to pay Mr. Kirby the costs of the application, to be taxed, 
&,, and to retain them out of the assets.”” These costs were taxed at 
£23 5s. 2d., and, the liquidator having paid that amount out of the 
$35 17s. 11d., there remained a small balance in his hands. B., 
whose costs as solicitor in the liquidation had been taxed at 
£167 8s. 5d., took out a summons, asking that the liquidator might 
be ordered to pay to him the amount of his taxed costs. The ques- 
tio was whether in the administration of the assets the liquidator 
was justified in paying to a litigant who had succeeded against the com- 
pany his costs in priority to the general costs of the liquidation. There 
were two conflicting decisions upon this point. In In re The Home Invest- 
ment Society (L. R. 14 Ch. D. 167), Malins, V.C., held that the costs of 
successful adverse litigation against the company must be paid out of the 
assets in priority to the costs of the winding up; while in In re The Dronfield 
Silkstone Coal Company (L. R. 23 Ch. D. 511), Chitty, J., decided that where 
the assets were insufficient for payment in full of costs, the costs of realiz- 
ing the assets were payable in priority to the costs of external litigation, 
and that the successful litigant was only entitled to have his costs = 
out of the remaining assets rateably. Pearson, J., held that the costs of the 
litigant, Kirby, being costs of external litigation, ranked in priority to B.’s 
eosts, and that the liquidator was right in paying them forthwith out of the 
assets then in hand, without providing either for the costs of realization or 
the general costs of the winding up, and his lordship directed the balance 
in the liquidator’s hands, after payment of Kirby’s costs, to be apportioned 
between the liquidator and B. This order was affirmed by the Court of 
Appeal. Baecattay, L.J., said that the order of Fry, J., was conclusive 
in giving priority to the official liquidator over all other creditors in respect 
of the costs which he was directed to pay to Kirby. It was true that those 
costs were not ordered to be paid out of the assets of the company, but 
the liquidator was ordered to pay them, and he had done so in obedience 
to the order of the court, and was entitled to recoup himself out of the 
assets in priority to anyone else. With respect to the balance his lord- 
ship was of opinion that the learned judge had discretion to deal with it 
under section 110 of the Companies Act, 1862, and that he had pursued a 
reasonable course in apportioning it as he had done. The order appealed 
from was perfectly right. Corron and Liypuey, L.JJ., concurred.— 
Counset, Dunham ; Cookson, Q.C., and Seward Brice. Soxtcrrors, Beall ¢ 
Co. ; Bolton, Robbins, Busk, § Co. 


DrvorncE—DEcrEz Nist FOR DissoLuTioN OF MARRIAGE—INTERVENTION OF 
Tump Parry—23 & 24 Vicr. c. 144, s. 7.—In acase of Howarth v. Howarth, 
before the Court of Appeal on the 23rd inst., a question arose with refer- 
ence to the provision of the Divorce Act of 1860, which enables a third 
party to intervene after a decree nisi has been made for the dissolution of 
& marriage. Section 7 of the Act (23 & 24 Vict. c. 144) provides that 
every decree for a divorce shall, in the first instance, be a decree nisi not 
to be made absolute till after the expiration of such time (not less than 
three months from the pronouncing thereof) as the court shall direct ; 
“and during that period any person shall be at liberty, in such manner 
as the court shall direct, to show cause why the said decree should not be 
made absolute by reason of the same having been obtained by collusion, 
or by reason of material facts not being brought before the court, and, on 
cause being so shown, the court shall deal with the case by making the 
decree absolute, or by reversing the decree nisi, or by requiring further 
inquiry or otherwise as justice may require.”” In the present case a wife 
petitioned for a dissolution of her marriage on the ground of cruelty and 
adultery by her husband. The husband raised counter-charges of adultery 
against the petitioner. The case was tried before Butt, J., without a jury, 
and a decree misi for a dissolution was granted on the 18th of June, 1883, 
his lordship being of opinion that the petitioner had established her case 
against the respondent of adultery, coupled with cruelty; and that, 
although there were circumstances which gave rise to very grave sus- 
picions, the charges of adultery made against her were not sufficiently 
- The husband obtained a rule nisi for a new trial, and adduced 

ther evidence by affidavit of alleged acts of adultery on the part of the 
petitioner, but the rule was discharged. Notice of appeal was given by 
the husband, but was afterwards withdrawn, and the appeal was accord- 
ingly dismissed. On the 18th of December, 1883, a motion was made on 
ehalf of the wife that the decree nisi might be made absolute. In the mean- 
time a Mr. Walker, who was the uncle of the husband, had applied for leave to 
intervene, and he opposed the motion to make the decree absolute. In 
the result that motion was rejected pending the application to intervene, 
but with leave to the wife to move the court to reject the intervention. 








Afjer argument Hannen, P., allowed the intervention upon the terms of 
the intervener giving the itioner security for costs, and directed the 

uestion whether the petitioner had committed adultery, as alleged in the 
farther affidavits on which the intervener relied, to be tried by a ~— 
jury. The Court of A; (Baccatiay, Corron, and Lixpiey, L.JJ. 
affirmed the decision. Baccatxay, L.J., said that it had been contend 
on behalf of the appellant, first, that the intervention, though in the 
name of Walker, was in reality at the instance of the husband, and 
accordingly was collusive and must be rejected ; and, secondly, that, even 
assuming that Walker had intervened independently, the facts relied 
bg in —— of his intervention were before the court in the affidavits 

ed upon the application for a new trial which the court had refused, 
and, therefore, that there were no “‘ material facts not ht before the 
court ’’ to induce the court to allow the intervention. Until the Act, 23 
& 24 Vict. c. 144, there was no provision for intervention by any third 
party or by the Attorney-General; and the right was first given by 
section 7 of that Act. Now in this case there was no tion that the 
decree nisi had been obtained by any collusion between the petitioner and 
the respondent, and therefore the proposed intervention must be on the 
ground of material facts which were not brought before the court at the 
time when the decree nisi was made. His lordship had come to the con- 
clusion that the facts stated in the affidavits were facts more or less 
material which had not been brought before the court when the decree 
nisi was pronounced. Assuming, therefore, that Mr. Walker was inter- 
vening independently, and not in collusion with the respondent, there 
were circumstances alleged which would justify the court in — 
his intervention ; and he was unable to see why he should be consi = | 
as intervening collusively with the respondent. Corron, L.J., was of the 
same opinion. To induce the court to allow the te pcm intervention 
the intervener must show that there were material facts which were not 
brought before the judge when he made the decree nisi. The acts of 
adultery now alleged were certainly not before the court when the decree 
nisi was made. It was enough to say that this was a matter which ought 
to be put into a course of investigation. If it had been shown that 
Walker was merely the agent of the respondent, it would be wrong to 
allow the respondent under a different name to obtain the advantage of 
an appeal which he had abandoned ; but there was nothing to justify the 
assertion that Walker was acting as the a. and in the interests 
of the respondent. Lrypiey, L.J., pointed out that the further affidavits, 
though filed for the purposes of the application for a new trial, were 
obviously not ‘brought before the court’’ in the sense used in the 
statute. The court to which the application for a new trial was made 
could not try the question over po on these affidavits, but would only 
lock at them for the purpose of if it was a proper case for granting 
a new trial.—CovunseEL, Inderwick, Q.C., and Middleton ; Charles Russell, 
Q.C., Bigham, Q.C., and Bayford. Soxrcrrors, Chester, Mayhew, § Co. ; 
Gregory, Roweliffes, § Co. 





Soticrror—ATTACHMENT— DISOBEDIENCE TO ORDER TO DELIVER UP Bonps 
FORMING Part or Trust Estate—Destors Act, 1878, s. 1.—In a case 
before Pearson, J., on the 22nd inst., an application was made for an 
order of attachment against a solicitor for disobedience to an order which 
had been previously made on him to deliver over to some trustees, for 
whom he Fad acted as solicitor, some bonds of a foreign Government, 
payable to bearer, which formed part of the trust estate, and which he had 
received as solicitor to the trustees knowing that they were part of the 
trust property. The order directed him to deliver up the bonds to the 
trustees, or to pay to the trustees the market value of the bonds. It was 
urged on behalf of the solicitor that this was a mere order for the pay- 
ment of money, and that, the solicitor being unable to comply with it, the 
court would not, since the passing of the Debtors Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. 
c. 54), s. 1, make a vindictive order for his attachment in order to punish 
him, reliance being placed on Barrett v. Hammond (L. R. 10 Ch. D. 285). 
Pearson, J., made the order for attachment. He said that Barrett v. 
Hammond was a case of debt. He did not consider that the order in the 
present case was a money order at all. There was no debt, but a profes- 
sional man, having in his possession bonds which he knew were subject 
to a trust, had apparently made an improper use of them. The order for 
attachment must be made, but it would not be enforced for a week, so as 
to give the solicitor an yo aa of obeying the original order.— 
Counset, C. H. Turner; Oswald. LiciroR FoR Appuiicants, W. E£. 
Ruddle. 


Pracrice—Mor1on To DISCHARGE—ORDER MADE IN CHAMBERS—FURTHER 
Evipence.—In a case of In re Munns and den, before Kay, J., on the 
22nd inst., a question arose as to the right to offer further evidence on a 
motion to di an order made on summons in chambers. Certain 
trustees in bankruptcy took out a summons for taxation of a bill of costs 
incurred by their solicitor in realizing a certain security. The bill had 
been y paid by the trustees, and the judge dismissed the summons, 
on the ground that no special circumstances had been shown which could 
justify an order for taxation after t, in accordance with 6 & 7 Vict. 
c. 73, 8.41. The trustees now moved to di this order, and offered 
further evidence to support their application for taxation. Kay, J., said 
there was no precedent for receiving further evidence, nor was he aware 
of any practice which would allow him to admit such evidence. a 
judge Bad deliberately given his decision in chambers and shown the 
weak points of a case it would be a most dangerous practice to admit 
further evidence on a motion to discharge. The LC peer was, in fact, 
to his lordship to review his former decision. lordship refused to 
admit the pa. Sat in question, and dismissed the motion.—Counsan, 
Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Latham ; Kekewich, Q.C., and J. Beaumont; 
Soxicrrors, Munns ¢ Longden ; F. Heritage. 
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SOLICITORS’ CASES. 
CLERKENWELL Pottce Court. 
April 17.—Re Edward George Tattershall. 

Edward George Tattershall, solicitor, of 9, Great James-street, Bedford- 
row, London, was charged before Mr. Barstow with having converted to his 
own use and benefit the sum of £3,000, which he had been directed vase | 
to pay into the Chancery Division to the credit of the trustees’ account o 

he Mitchell estate. The prisoner was arrested on the previous Thurs- 

day on a warrant obtained by Mr. John Mitchell, of Swaithe, near 

, Yorkshire, colliery manager, who, it appears, is a party bene- 

ficially interested in the various sums paid into the Chancery Division in 
the action of Mitchell v. Mitchell. 

Beswick, solicitor, appeared for the prosecutor; and 

HM. W. Mattinson appeared for the defendant. 

Beswick said the proceedings were taken under 24 & 25 Vict. c. 96, s. 71, 
and the prisoner was charged that he, being a solicitor intrusted with 
mone for a specific purpose, had applied it to hisown use. It now ap- 

that the prisoner had appropriated more than the £3,000 with 
which he had been charged ; there were other sums which he had failed to 
pay in—the total amounting altogether to £8,564 5s. 9d. 

. John Mitchell, colliery manager, residing at Swaithe, near Barnsley, 
eaid he was trustee of the estate of Joseph Mitchell, deceased, by the will 
of his late father. That estate is being administered by the Chance 
Division of the High Court of Justice. Witness’ brother, Joseph Mitchell, 
had been appointed manager of the colliery by the Court of Chancery, and 
it was his duty as manager to pay the balances in his hand from time to 
time into the Chancery Division. The Mitchell Main Colliery was a por- 
tion of witness’ father’s estate, and was situate near Barnsley. The letter 
produced was in the handwriting of witness’ brother, Joseph Mitchell, 
and was dated the 9th of January, 1882. It was addressed to the defend- 
ant, and stated that, as there was then a balance of £7,220 14s. 2d. 
in the hands of the bankers, which was not all required for the working 
of the colliery, a eheque for the sum of £3,000, drawn on the Barnsley 
Banking Company, payable to Singleton & Tattershall, was forwarded to 
the defendant, directing him to pay it into the Chancery Division in the 
cause of Mitchell v. Mitchell. The cheque for £3,000 was now produced. 
Witness made inquiry at the Chancery offices on the 9th of this month, 
the day before the warrant for the arrest of the defendant was obtained. 

Cross-examined: Mr. Joseph Mitchell was not there to-day, because he 
had a prior engagement, Messrs. Singleton & Tattershall were solicitors 
for the plaintiffs in the action of Mitcheli v. Mitchell. The suit was not a 
friendly one, but a hostile one. The sum of £3,000 was then, in January, 
1882, represented as profits of the colliery, and, as such, should be paid 
to the credit of the action. After the cheque was drawn, there was a 
question to which account the money should be paid. Could not say if 
Mr. Verey, one of the officials of the High Court of Justice, had been 
applied to to say what sum should be paid into court. 

-examined: Jt was the duty of Joseph Mitchell to pay all sums 
received by way of profits into the Chancery Division without reference 
to their distribution. 

By the Court: Messrs. Singleton & Tattershall had no right to touch 
the money sent tothem; they had no share in the colliery. 

Mr. Alfeed Hawkins deposed that he was managing chancery clerk to 
Messrs. Torr & Co., of 38, Bedford-row, who are the defendants’ 
London solicitors, in the action of Mitchell v. Mitchell. Witness 
produced an order made by Mr. Justice Chitty on the 21st of 
March, 1884, calling upon Joseph Mitchell and Messrs. Singleton & Tatter- 
shall to pay into court, on the following day, the sum of £8,564 5s. 9d. 
The prisoner was present when the order was made, and he admitted that 
that sum had been placed in his hands. The £3,000 now in question 
formed part of that larger sum. Witness produced the prisoner’s receipt 
for this sum, and a letter asking for a balance-sheet up to the end of the 

ear. Witness also produced prisoner’s pass-book on the Union Bank of 

on, showing that he had paid the £3,000 into his own account, but 
there was nothing wrong about that. Solicitors often received money 
which they paid in to their account, and then paid it out again. The 
witness produced the Paymaster-General’s certificate that the money had 
not been paid into the Chancery Pay Office in the suit of Mitchell v. 
Mitchell. 

Cross-examined: Money was paid in by solicitors to their own account 
every day in the way that the prisoner had paid the £3,000 in to the ac- 
count of Messrs. Singleton & Tattersh all. 

Re-examined: Before applying to Mr. Justice Chitty witness frequently 
— to the prisoner to pay the money into court, but he always stated 
that no money had ever been remitted to him. Witness satisfied Mr. 
Justice Chitty that the money had been received, and he ordered it to be 
paid by the er without delay. 

Mr. John Peacock, clerk to Messrs. Ridsdale & Son, solicitors, of 
5, a eee said that his firm now took the place of the prisoner 
for Mr. Joseph hell in the Chancery suit of Mitchell v. Mitchell, and 
he iced Mr. Mitchell’s bank-book, proving that the £3,000 had been 

by his bankers. 

Beewick said that he would ask for a remand to produce the manager of 
the Barnsley Bank. 

Mr. Barstow said that there was a prim4 facie case against the prisoner, 
quite enough to commit him. 

Mattinson said that he did not propose to address the court now, as there 
was, no doubt, a primd facie case against the prisoner. 

Mr. Barstow then committed the prisoner to take his trial at the Central 
Criminal Court, the prisoner stating that he would reserve his defence.— 
Bhefeld Daily Telegraph. 
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SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following notices have been given for the special general meeti 
of the members of the society to be held on the 30th inst :— fing 

Mr. Cuantes Forp will ask: Whether the council are in communica- 
tion with the recently appointed Bar Committee in regard to the discipline 
of the bar, and in to the proceedings of such committee as reported 
in the Times of the 20th of February last, page Il. 

Mr. Cuarntzs Forp will move, and Mr. Epwin Low will second, the 
following :—That the interests of suitors and the convenience of the pro- 
fession require that the practice which obtains in all the other divisions 
of the High Court of setting down motions and of taking them in the 
order in which they stand in the lists should be extended to the Chancery 
Division, and thus avoid the present confusion, expense, and delay 
which arises in such division in connection with motions to the court. 

Mr. Cuartes Forp will move:—That it is not desirable that the office 
of assistant examiner of the society should be conferred upon the part- 
ners of members of the council of the society. 

Mr. Cuaries Forp will move, and Mr. W. P. W. Purmurmore will 
second, the repeal of the following bye-law, as adopted at the general 
meeting held on the 13th of July, 1883, viz. :—It shall not be competent 
for the president or other chairman at a general meeting of the society, 
without the express sanction of the council first obtained thereto, to 
allow any discussion to take place upon any matter, or to put to such 
meeting any resolution thereon, if it by amp to him that the question 
raised upon such discussion or resolution has in substance been decided at 
pA seen meeting of the society held within the twelve months imme- 
diately ing. 

Mr. Cuar.zs is will move: That the council do print and send to 
every member of the society a copy of the second or supplemental report 
of the special committee of the society on legal procedure. 

Mr. Cuartzes Forp will move, and Mr. Puitimore will second: That 
it be an instruction to the council in future issues of the Law Society's 
Calendar to ete information as to any club or other like institution in 
occupation of part of the society’s premises. 

Mr. Cuarizs Forp will move and Mr. Gzorcz Wuatz, of Woolwich, 
will second, the following: That the following be bye-laws of the 
society : 

(a.) At any general meeting, when a division has been demanded, 
either before or immediately on the declaration of the show of hands, 
such division shall immediately take place, the ‘‘Ayes’’ assembling 
together on the chairman’s right hand, the ‘‘Noes’’ on his left. The 
mover of the original motion being the teller to count the ‘‘ Noes,’’ or the 
supporter of any amendment, and the mover of the amendment, or if no 
amendment, any supporter of the negative, to be named by the president, 
shall be the teller to count the ‘“‘Ayes.” If two tellers on each side be 
fe spr ¢ the seconder of the original motion shall be associated with the 

er of the ‘‘ Noes,’”’ and the seconder of the amendment or another sup- 
porter of the negative, to be named by the chairman, shall be associated 
with the teller of the ‘‘ Ayes.” 

(6.) Whenever, on ashow of hands, or on a division, it shall appear that 
the minority amounts to one-third of the whole number of votes, and on 
the declaration of the result, a poll shali have been then and there 
demanded by any voter, the same shall be ordered and shall take place in 
manner directed by bye-laws 15 and 18, in the case of an election by 
voting papers, mutatis mutandis, 

(c.) The voting paper shal! be in such form otherwise as the council 
shall direct, but shall in every case contain the words of the motion, the 
voter being required to state whether he is ‘‘For’’ or ‘‘ Against’’ such 
motion. And if the vote be taken on an amendment, the voter shall 
also state, in a similar manner, what his vote would be on the original 
question as amended, if the amendment should be carried, and what on 
the original question if the amendment should be rejected. 

(d.) The votes so given shall be recorded on the minutes, and have the 
same. effect as if they had been personally given at the meeting. 

(e.) The question known as the “previous question” shall not be 
moved or proposed by way of amendment, but in lieu thereof a member 
may move by way of amendment, “That this meeting proceed to the 
next business.”’ 

Mr. Cuanies Forp will move:—That this society learns with satisfac- 
tion that the question of the amalgamation of the two branches of the 
legal profession in Ireland has been recently under the consideration of 
the Irish Incorporated and other Irish law societies, and feels that the 
time is not far distant when, on public grounds, it may be expedient to 
consider the same question as applied to England. 

Mr. F. K, Muwrow will move: That it is desirable to adopt the recom- 
mendations contained in the county court report presented by the society’s 
committee, subject to a separate vote being taken on the last resolution, 
as to which the committee were equally divided. “~ ; 

Mr. Epwaxp Bromuzy has given notice that he will move: That, having 
regard to the present very indifferent acoustic properties of the hall, the 
council be requested to consider whether any and what measures can be 
taken to remedy the existing defects of the building. : 

Mr. T. W. Rossrrer has given notice that he will ask the following 
questions: (1.) Whether the statement appearing in the Zimes and other 
newspapers, to the effect that an action been commenced against the 
Council of the Law Society in reference to the Law Club, is correct; and, 
if so, the ies to, and the nature of, such action, and its present posi- 
th a view of 
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ascertaining the opinion of the society whether any such action ought, in 
the interest of the society, to be defended or not? (3.) What is the 
result of the promised negotiations between the council and the Law 
Society since the last special general meeting in reference to the Law 
Club question ? : 

Mr. H. Starkey Coxtpicorr will move: That it is desirable that the 
opinion of the general body of members should be taken on an early 
date as to whether the action of Mr. Charles Ford in the High Court in 
regard to the Law Club questions should be defended. 

Mr. Cuartes Forp will ask: How many committees of the council are 
there, and what are the special duties of each, and how often do such 
committees meet ? 

Mr. Cuares Forp will move: That, in the opinion of this society, the 
Rules Committee of the society, recently appointed by the council, on the 
motion of Mr. F. K. Munton, is not a satisfactory committee, and indi- 
cates a want of confidence by the council in the general body of members 
of the society. 3 

Mr. W. P. W. Puriirmore will ask : (1.) Whether the opinion ofjcounsel 
has been taken as to the legality of the new club suggested in the circular, 
dated the 27th of March last, and, if so, what is its purport? (2.) 
Whether any (and how many) members have offered to join the suggested 
new club, and, ifso, how many were members of the Law Club? (3.) 
Why nc information has been given to members in the above circular of 
an action, or actions, brought against the council in respect of the Law 
Club? (4.) Whether the council, in view of the additional room now at 
their disposal, will take steps to prevent the hall and library being closed 
for examination purposes ? 

Mr. Gzorcz Wuatz will move: That (in lieu of the proposed new club 
for such members as pay special fees) the council be requested, as soon as 
possible, to open luncheon, coffee, and smoking rooms for the benefit of 
members generally. 

Mr. J. R. Macarruvr has given notice that he will move: (1.) That the 
replies received by the secretary to his circular, dated the 27th of March 
last, headed ‘‘ The Law Society Club,’” be laid before the meeting. (2.) 
That a committee of members be appointed to examine and report thereon. 
(3.) That notice of any special meetings of the society be sent out twenty- 
four days at least before the date of such meeting. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The fifty-second half-yearly general meeting of members of this 
association was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, on Wednes- 
day, the 23rd inst., at 2 o’clock p.m. Mr. William Beriah Brook pre- 
sided, and among the directors present were Messrs. J. H. Karp, Philip 
Rickman, Edwin Hedgér, Samuel Harris, F. T. Woolbert. The report and 
balance-sheet as in print and in the hands of those present were taken as 
read. The following isa copy of the report :— 

The directors have pleasure in presenting their fifty-second half-yearly 
report, which shows the increasing progress and usefulness of the associa- 
tion. 

Since the last report in October, 1883, 77 new members have been ad- 
mitted, thereby increasing the aggregate number enrolled to 2,764, of 
whom 1,043 are life members, and 1,721 annual subscribers. Fifty of 
the life members are also annual contributors of from one to ten guineas 
each. 

The usual audited statement of receipts and expenditure is appended, 
from which it will be seen that the receipts from all sources during the 
half-year terminating on February 29, 1884, amounted to £2,027 18s. 
This, compared with the corresponding period of last year, shows satis- 
factory progress, and the board are glad to report a steady increase in the 
amount of regular subscriptions. 

During the same period of six months, the directors have awarded 
grants, to those in need of assistance, amounting to £1,140—viz., £430 
in the relief of nine cases of members and their families (an average of 
nearly £48), and £710 among fifty cases of non-members and their 
families (an average of about £14). The sum of £112 10s. was also paid 
in the half-year to annuitants, from the income of the late Miss en 
Reardon’s bequest, &. The number of cases for relief presented to the 
board from non-members and their families is rapidly increasing, and 
every possible investigaiion is made into the merits of each application. 
The directors would again ask all members to thoroughly satisfy them- 
selves as to the deserts of applicants before recommending the cases to the 
board for consideration. 

The balance at the Union Bank of London on February 29 was 
£542 Os. 1ld., of which £110 15s. 10d. pertained to the Reardon Trust 
Account, being the surplus of receipts over expenditure to date, liable to 
investment at the discretion of the directors ; £15 was also in the hands of 
the secretary. A sum of £449 Is. 6d. Reduced Three per Cents. was pur. 
chased during the half-year, and the total funded capital of the association 
(including the Reardon Bequest) on February 29 amounted to 
£47,894 93, 5d., as detailed and certified on the appended abstract of 
receipts and expenditure. 

The directors much regret having to record the decease of three of their 
colleagues—viz., Mr. W. 8S. Allen, of Birmingham; Mr. Jas. Crossley, 
of Manchester ; and Mr. George Essell, of Rochester—in whose places 7 
have elected Mr. Cornelius T. Saunders, of Birmingham; Mr. ; 
Hodgkinson Guest, of Manchester; and Mr. Henry Kitson, of Wolver- 
hampton, to serve on the board. 

The directors have great pleasure in announcing that Sir Thomas 
Paine has kindly consented to preside at the twenty-fourth anni- 
versary festival on Wednesday, June 18 next, at the Star and Garter Hotel, 
Richmond, The board very earnestly hope for the hearty co-operation 


d, 
end support of their professional brethren throughout the om on 





that occasion. Several gentlemen have already consented to be stewards, 
and the secretary will be to receive further names, and also contri- 
butions for announcement at the festival. It is gratifying to note how 
much good is often effected by the earnest efforts of individual members 
Sicthtonting Seecral’ will ba. tmnde ta oppertanhy fer slicing “ape 
orthcoming Vv le an 80 new 
subscriptions and donations by those who are anxious to forward the 
interests of the association. 

The formation of local committees in large centres, especially in towns 
where there are provincial law societies, has been several times suggested. 
The directors will be glad in any way to promote the establishment of 
such committees, as tending to local efforts on behalf of the 
funds. The ramifications of the association have conferred benefits in all 
parts of the kingdom, and it now remains to enlist the sympathy and 
support of those who have not yet become subscribers, in order to 
strengthen and build up the work that has been undertaken. Your 
directors close this report with earnest h that the resources of the 
association may be materially strengthened by local efforts throughout 
the kingdom in future. 

The chairman moved the adoption of the report, and the motion being 
seconded by Mr. Philip Rickman was carried unanimously. Mr. G. A. 
Crowder proposed, and Mr. V. J. Chamberlain seconded, a vote of thanks 
to the directors and auditors for their services during the yet half-year, 
which was unanimously carried. Mr. Samuel Harris, of Leicester, pro- 

osed a hearty vote of thanks tothe chairman (Mr. W. B. Brook) for his 
Rind services at all times, and for presiding at the t meeting. Mr. 
Grantham R. Dodd seconded the resolution, which was unanimously 
carried, Thanks to the secretary for his services concluded the meeting 


— 








COURT FEES. 


Tue following objections to the Bill to make further provision with ouapert 
to moneys advanced for the building of the ey of Justice have 
been issued by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society :— 

Under the new rules the court fees payable by the suitors have been 
increased to the extent of about £35,000 per annum, thus greatly adding 
to the cost of litigation, which it was the object of the altered practice of 
the courts to diminish. . 

If the Bill passes, it must be at least three years, and it may be five 
years, before these fees can be reduced ; while, on the other hand, they 
may, and probably will, be still further largely increased. 

This increase in the court fees is required ly to reimburse the 
Treasury the amount by which the estimates for the erection of the Royal 
Courts of Justice and offices have been exceeded, and partly to make good 
the deficiency in the aggregate amount of court fees caused by simplifying 
the practice of the courts. 

The excessive expenditure in the erection of the courts and offices has 
arisen from the control having been taken out of the hands of the body 
originally intended to be intrusted with the superintendence of the works, 
and from the alterations made in the plans, and the great delay in the 
completion of the buildings. : ait x 

The Chancery Suitors’ d contributed in 1865 a million in Consols to 
the cost of these courts and offices, and under the provisions of the 
Courts of Law Fees Act, 1867, and the Courts of Justice ies and Funds 
Act, 1869, large funds in cash and stock, amounting to several millions, 
which had accumulated from unclaimed suitors’ money and ing 
profits made by the use of the suitors’ funds, and from unclaimed divid- 
ends on bankrupts’ and insolvents’ estates, and unapplied court fees, have 
been appropriated by the Treasury and the Commissioners for the Reduc- 
tion of the National Debt. 

Some of these funds were charged with book debts representing the 
aggregate amount of cash belonging to suitors’ and bankrupts’ estates, 
and cleans of them were charged with certain salaries and pensions ; but, 
after paying or providing for all these charges, there has been a very 
large surplus, as is shown by the accounts ) ey the Treasury to 
Parliament in pursuance of the Acts 30 & 31 Vict. c. 122, 8. 4, and 38 & 
39 Vict. c. 77, s. 28. 

From the account (No. 229) presented for the year ending March 3ist, 
1883, and printed by order of the House of Commons on the 28th of June, 
1883, it appears that the net amounts of the dividends or interest which 
would have arisen from the stock transferred by the Court of Chancery 
and the Court of Bankruptcy to the National Debt Commissioners, under 
the Courts of Justice (Salaries and Funds) Act, 1869, and from the stock 

urchased with cash so transferred after deducting the amount of stock in 
Gonsols represented by payments from the Exchequer in aid of the cash 
balances of the Paymaster of the Court of Chancery and Accountant in 
Bankruptcy, were as follow :— PS P ‘ 
8. 


$ 8 
Court of Chancery Dividends . . 104,052 13 8 
Representing a sum of Three per 


mnt, Consols . r . ‘ 3,564,974 8 6 
Court of Bankruptey Dividends . 41,259 16 
Representing Co: ° n ° 1,413,612 10 2 


Total Dividends . . £145,312 10 0 


Total Consols . A ° . $4,978,586 18 8 


The total cost of the courts and offices, including interest on the 
Treasury advances, ap; to have been £2,083,756, while the sums in 
Consols and cash by the Courts of Chancery and Bankruptcy 
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sees nearly five millions in Consols, to which must be added the 
in Consols taken from the Chancery Suitors’ Funds in 1865; so 
that altogether the suitors in the Courts of Chancery and Bankruptcy 
have contributed nearly six millions in Consols towards the cost of build- 
ing the law courts and offices, and the current expenses of the administra- 
tion of justice. 

Under the Courts of Justice Building Act of 1865, the ‘‘rent of courts 
fee’’ was to be calculated on an estimated expenditure of £300,000 beyond 
the million in Consols then taken from the Chancery Suitors’ Fund, and 
$200,000 proposed to be contributed by the Treasury for the erection of 
the courts. The fee was to continue for a period of not more than 
ay Paw and the chancery suitors were to be relieved from any contribu- 

on . 

The Court of Chancery having since been amalgamated with the other 
courts, it is i impossible to raise the rent of courts fee exclu- 
sively from the suitors in the other branches of the High Court; but, not- 
withstanding the large funds which, under the Act of 1869, have been 
since taken from the chancery and bankruptcy suitors’ funds, beyond 
the million taken in 1865, the rent of courts fee is by the proposed Bill 
fixed in perpetuity as £17,500 per annum; and this rent, together with 
the whole cost incurred in the administration of justice (excluding the 
salaries and retiring pensions of the Lord Chancellor and judges, and 
after crediting the dividends which would have arisen from the suitors’ 
funds transferred under the Act of 1869), is thrown on the suitors, who 
can only be relieved at intervals of three or perhaps five years, and then 
only when the fees levied are found to have been in excess of the net 
expenses and of the rent, £17,500 per annum. 

According to the figures given in the account already referred to, not 
only is any such reduction highly improbable, but it appears certain that, 
if the Bill passes in its present form, the court fees must be very largely 
increased at the end of five years, in order to’ meet the deficiency in the 
receipts to defray the net expenses and rent. 

It is not necessary for the present purpose to contend that the expenses 
incurred in the administration of justice should be wholly defrayed by the 

ublic, and not by the suitors; but, when the suitors’ funds have already 

frayed the whole of the cost of building the courts and offices, and left 
a surplus for the benefit of the public, it is unjust that the suitors 
should be required to pay a rent of £17,500 per annum for the use of 
buildings, the erection of which has, in effect, been already paid for out 
of their own funds, and that they should be taxed in order to make up a 
deficiency caused by efforts to simplify the practice of the courts and 
reduce the cost of litigation. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. James Francis Garrick, barrister, has been appointed to act as 
Agent-General in England for the Colony of Queensland. Mr. Garrick 
was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1873. He 
is a member of the Legislative Council of Queensland, and he has been 
for some time Postmaster-General for the colony. 


Mr. Justice Srzruen has received the Honorary Degree of LL.D. from 
the University of Edinburgh. 


Mr. Henry Corserr Jonzs, solicitor, of 41, New Oxford-street, has 
been elected Clerk to the St. Giles’s District Board of Works. Mr. Jones 
was admitted a solicitor in 1881. 


Mr. Ropgrr Hawrnorn Coxziys, barrister, C.B., has been created a 
Civil Knight Commander of the Order of the Bath. Sir R. Collins is the 
son of the Rev. John Ferdinand Collins, and was born in 1841. He was 
educated at Marlborough College, and he was formerly scholar of Lincoln 
College, Oxford, where he graduated second class in Law and Modern 
History in 1863. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas 
Term, 1865, and he formerly pe in the Court of Chancery. In 
1874 he was appointed comptroller of the household of the late Duke of 
Albany, to whom he had previously been private tutor. He was created a 
Civil Companion of the Order of the Bath in 1874. 


Mr. Wri1ax Dvrnorr, barrister, D.C,L., has been appointed Judicial 
Commissioner of Oudh. Mr. Duthoit is a D.C.L. of Exeter College, 
Oxford, and he was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in January, 
1884, He is a member of the Bengal Civil Service, and he has been for 
some time Judicial Commissioner of Coorg. 


Mr. Doveras Srnarcurt, one of the judges of the High Court at Alla- 
has been appointed to act as Chief Justice of the North-West 
Provinces of India. Mr. Justice Straight is the son of Mr. Robert 
Marshall Straight, and was born in 1844. He was called to the bar at 
the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1865, He formerly practised on 
the South-Eastern Circuit, and also at the Surrey Sessions and the 
Central Criminal Court. From 1870 till 1874 he was M.P. for Shrewsbury 
in the Conservative interest, and in 1875 he was a commissioner for 
inquiring into corrupt practices in the borough of Boston. He was for a 
short time one of the prosecuting counsel to the Treasury at the Central 
peor eae and in 1878 he was appointed a judge of the High Court 


Mr. Eowanp Water Huxyyevn, solicitor, of Huntingdon, Thrapston, 
lle, has been appointed Clerk to the Godmanchester Charity 
Trustees, in succession to his father, the late Mr. Martin Hunnybun. Mr. 
E. W. Hunnybun was admitted a solicitor in 1871. He is clerk to the 
Huntingdon Board of Guardians. 





Mr. Cuaries Epmunp Fox, barrister, has been appointed to officiate as 
Government Advocate for British Burmah. Mr. Fox was called to the 
bar at the Middle Temple in January, 1877. : 


Mr. Aran Maciean Sxryner, barrister, has been appointed to act as 
Colonial Secretary of the Straits Settlements.. Mr. Skinner is the son of 
Mr. Alan Maclean Skinner, Q.C., recorder of Windsor. He was called to 
the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1867. He has been for some 
time colonial treasurer at Singapore. 


Mr. Joun GREENFIELD, solicitor (of the firm of Greenfield & Abbott), of 37, 
Queen Victoria-street, has been appointed by the Lieutenant-Governor a 
Commissioner for byte beg, mer to be be used in the Courts of Records 
in the Province for Quebec, Canada. 


Mr. W. Mettows, solicitor, Peterborough, has been appointed Town 
Clerk of that city. 


The Hon. Wattrer Francis Hety Hvutcurnson, C.M.G., barrister, has 
been appointed Lieutenant-Governor of the Island of Malta. Mr. Hut- 
chinson is the second son of the fourth Earl of Donoughmore, and was 
born in 1849. He was educated at Harrow, and at Trinity College, 
Cambridge, and he was called to the barat the Inner Temple in November, 
1877. He was colonial secretary for Barbadoes from 1877 till 1883, when 
he was appointed chief secretary to the Government of Malta. 


Mr. Henry Hantiey Fow er, M.P. (of the firm of Corser, Fowler, & 
Langley), of Wolverhampton, and of 147, Leadenhall-street, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to inquire into the Supply of Stationery to the 
Government Departments. 


Mr. H. A. Partence, solicitor, of No. 120, Cheapside, London, has been 


appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, &c. 


Danret Frepertick Epwarp Sykes and Joun BuLancaarD Jupp, 
solicitors, Huddersfield and Slaithwaite (Edwin Sykes & Son). April 4. 
So far as regards the said John Blanchard Jubb. 


Joun Batzey Hotroypz, Horace Metviriz Sirs, and Wins1iM 
Henry Lanp, solicitors, Halifax (Holroyde, Smith, & Land). April 2. 

James SurrH Hersurn, Witt1am Arnotp Heppurn, and Gzorce Cvr- 
CLIFFE, jun., solicitors, Bird-in-Hand-court, 76, Cheapside, London 
(Hepburn, Sons, & Cutcliffe). So far as regards the said William Arnold 
Hepburn. The said James Smith Hepburn and George Cutcliffe, jun., 


4 continue the said practice under the style of Hepburn, Son, & Cut- 
cliffe. 


Freperick Rogers Tipp-Pratr and Hucu Powe Davies, solicitors, 
Kington (Tidd-Pratt & Davies). March 31. [ Gazette, April 18.] 


Joun Goopacre SrrickLaAnp and Epwarp SrrickianD, solicitors, Bristol. 
December 31, 1883. [ Gazette, April 22.] 


Mr. Gzorcr Artuur Rooks (Rooks & Co.), of 16, King-street, Cheapside, 
has admitted into partnership with him Mr. Spiers, Mr. Martin, Mr. 
Banks, and Mr. Wales (all of whom have been with him as clerks for a 
considerable time). The business will continue to be carried on by the 
new firm under the same style of ‘‘ Rooks & Co.” 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
April 21.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
ParivatTe Brru.—Kingston-upon-Hull Corporation Water, &c. 
Bill Read a Third Time. 
ParvaTe Brru.—Rickmansworth Water. 
April 22.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
+ peace Brit.—North Sea Fisheries (East Lincolnshire) Harbour and 


Dock. 
Army (Annual), 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
t} April 21.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
/-Private Briris.—Lea-bridge, Leyton, and Walthamstow Tramways 
Extensions; Ouse (Lower) Improvement; South Stockton Local Board ; 
Tees Conservancy ; West Cheshire Water. Sip 
Public Health (Confirmation of Bye-Laws); Marriage Legalization 
(Wood-green Congregational Church). 
; Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Briits.—Birkenhead Corporation; Boult’® Patent; Bradbury 
and Lomax’s Patent; Hull, Barnsley, and West Riding Junction Railway 
and Docks ; London Tramways; Totnes, Paignton, and Torquay Direct 


Railway. 
April 22.—Bills Read a Second Time. 

Real Assets Administration. . 

Paivate Brrts.—Rotherham and patty Oven Be Croydon, Norwood, 
Dulwich, and London Railway ; London tern Tramways. 

Bills Read a Third Time. p 

Private Bris.--Henley-in-Arden and Great Western Junction Rail- 
way; Leicester Corporation;  Porthdinlleyn Railway; Sutton and 
Willoughby Railway. . 


Cote ee 
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April 23.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Brtus.—Trent Navigation; Electric Lighting Provisional 
Order (No. 2). 
New Bilis, 


Bill to provide for ascertaining any oe of common or other rights in 
or over Strensall Common, in the North Riding of the county of York, 
and for the acquisition and compensation of such rights, and the use of 
the said common and adjoining land for military purposes (Mr. Brann). 

Bill to make better provision for the , assessment, and collection 
of municipal rates (Mr. Cowen). 








LEGAL NEWS. 


In the course of the trial on Wednesday last of John Ross, at the 
Central Criminal Court, for setting fire to his house, Mr. Geoghegan, in 
addressing the jury forthe defence, expressed his regret that by a recent 
rule of the judges the prisoner had not been allowed to give his own 
version of the matter. Mr. Justice Stephen said that if the learned 
counsel had asked him to let the prisoner tell his own story he would 
have allowed him directly, and if Mr. Geoghegan liked to sit down he 
would do so then. The decision of the judges to which the learned 
counsel had referred was that counsel were not allowed to make them- 
selves witnesses for a reason which anyone who occupied the position 
of counsel would at once appreciate—namely, that in giving evidence 
they could not help beingadvocates. If the prisoner wished it, he could 
make a statement then. The prisoner thereupon addressed the jury, 
urging that the fire had been caused, not by his act, but by the hand of 
a man he had employed occasionally, who also took the policy of 
insurance and some valuables. Mr. Justice Stephen said that when 
a prisoner was allowed to make a statement he thought—and it was also 
the opinion of Mr. Justice Cave, who had acted upon it on circuit—that 
it gave a reply tocounsel for the Crown if they thought proper to take 
the opportunity. Mr. Geoghegan then again addressed the jury, urging 
that there was no motive shown for the commission of the offence by the 
prisoner, who was not in needy circumstances, and that the incidents 
were so obscure that it would be unsafe to convict the prisoner. Mr. 
Poland replied for the prosecution ; and, after the learned judge had 
summed up, the jury convicted the prisoner. 


‘ 

At the first meeting of creditors in the bankruptcy of Messrs. Parker on 
the 18th inst., Mr. Whinney, one of the trustees, reported the result of the 
investigation so far as he, in conjunction with Mr. Turquand, had been 
able to make it. They ascertained that the books of the firm had not been 
properly made up for about five years, although they contained entries 
relating to current business, anid it was difficult, therefore, to form an 
estimate in reference to the debts. . From the claims which had come in, 
however, it appeared that the liabilities, taken approximately, amounted 
to about £1,100,000. Of these, there were contin for about half a 
million holding securities, the value of which had not yet been ascer- 
tained; and, with regard to the assets, he feared they were small, and 
depended in some measure upon the result of the investigation of the 
securities claimed by creditors. Their time as special managers had been 
very much occupied in the examination of deeds and securities, and, so far 
as could be ascertained, they had been delivered to the ons entitled 
tothem. It appeared that the legitimate business of the Was a very 
good one, the profits averaging from £10,000 to £12,000 per year, and in- 
creasing latterly to about £15,000, and the failure was caused by the im- 
provident and even insane manner in which the hankrupts had invested 
money. They had made investments in three hotels, in a paint factory, a 
linoleum factory, a contractors’ business, and gas works, and a very large 
sum had been put into property at Ramsgate and Westgate, the total out- 
lay being something like £700,000. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Court oF V. 0, Bacon, 


Date. APPEAL. 
Monday, April .......... 28 Mr. Jackson Mr. je J 
uesday eereeeeeeeeeeeee 29 Cobby M vale 
Wednesday..cececesssees 30 Jackson Kin 
Thursday, May ..0... eee Cobby Merivale 
Pri BY ceccceceresecesese Jackson King 
Saturday .,.scccssssesese 3 Cobby Merivale 
Mr. Justice 
Norra. 


Mr. Justice 
Mr. Farrer 


Curtrr. 

Nr. Lavie 
Teesdale 
Farrer 


Mo ay, April eocccceess 28 
Tu 


nd. Mr. Pemberton 
WOERY secccece sesccce 29 Ward 


Pemberton 
Ward 
Pemberton 
Ward 


aki Sia 





. 


EASTER SITTINGS, 1884. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
= from th 

m e 
ion on 


Appeal 
Final and interlocutory a) 
Chancery, and Probate, 
Admiralty Divisions (Probate and Di- 
vorce), London Bankruptcy Court, 
= the County Palatine and Stannaries 
urts. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


App. = ex jempe 
mots—and apps. or 
Taesdy,Apr-32 5 made on interlocutory mots 
(procedure) 
Interlocut»ry apps contin , 
Wednes ....23 {and apps from general list 
if required 
Tharsday ..24 aoe from pos gen list, 
. cy apps and apps 
Friday ...0..28 from general list if required 
Saturday ...26 


Monday as} apps from the general list 
Tucsday ....29 

App. mots. ex pts—orgl. 
mots—and apps from ords, 
madeon nterlocutory mots 
(proced.)an | also apps from 
general list if reqaired 
Thursdy,Mayl.. Apps. from the general lis*, 
Friday g § Bkcr apps & a'so apps from 
Pt **** “) general list if required 

tig cove 


coos 3 
Monday.... | Apps. from the general list. 
Tess., cece S 


Wednes ....30 


App. motns, ex pte—ovgl, 
mots—and apps, from ordrs 
Wednes .... 7 ¢ made onint:rlocutory mots 
} (pr00ed.) & also apps. from 
general list if require !. 
Thursday .. 6.2 fron ea ty list. 
; key. app*. als) apps 
Friday, «++. 9{ frow general list if requ r<d 
Saturday ..10 
Monday .. 12 | apps from tze general list. 
Tues. ......13 
App. motns, ex pte—orgnl. 
wots.—and apps. from ords 
Wedines ....14¢ made on interlocutory mots 
(proced) and also apps, from 
general list if required. 
Thursday ee an general list 
_ key apps & «lso apps from 
Friday, -0+16 oem te list if required, 
Bat., concent 
! 


Monday .... Apps from the ge2eral list 


Tuesday....29 
App. motns, ex pte—orgl. 
mots—and apps. from ords 
made on interlocutory mots 
(r cedure), & #lso apps. 
from c eneral list if required? 
Thursday ..22..Apps from the general | st © 
. Bkc 7. apos. and also apres. 
Friday ....23 i from general ist if soquieet 
Saturday ..24 


Monday .. 26 > Apps from the g:neral list 
y | pps & 


seenee 


Wednesday 21 


App. motns. ex pte—orgl. 
mots.—and apps. from ords 

Wednesday 28 { made on inter! cutory mots 
procedure), & also apps. 

+om genera! li<t if requiced 

Thursday.. i from the pase list 
‘ cy apps. & apps, 
Friday ....30 lion general list, if required 
N.B.—Lunacy Petitions are taken in Ap- 
peal Court If., on every Sa urday at halt- 

past ten daring the Sit inzs, 


Appeal Court, I. 
Final and interlocutory appeals from the 
Queen’s Bench Division, and from the 
Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Divi- 


sion (Admiralty). 


ORDER OF BUSINES3. 
App. mots. ex pte.—orgl. 
Tuesdy,Apr.22 { mots.—and apps. from ords 
made on interlo utory mots 
Interlo:utory apps, contin. 


Friday, .++.25 
Monday....28 


26 > Apps. from the general list, 
Tuesday....29 


Tharsday ...24 


App. mots, ex 1, 
n.ots—and apps. ords 

Wednesday, 30 ¢ made on interlocutory mots 
and piso apps. from general 

Thuredy, May! list if required, 

uredy, 

Friday .... 2 

Sat. . + 3) Apps from the general list, 

Monday.... 5 

Tuesday.... 6 ‘ "i 

pp. mots, ex pte—org 

mots,—and tee ords 
made on interlocutory mots 
and also apps from general 
list of required, 

Thursday .. 8 

Friday ... 9 

roe 

onday ss... 
Tuesday 2.13 





Apps, from the general list. | 


—and 
made on interl»eutory mots 
and also app . from general 
list if req »ired. 


Friday ....16 
Sat., .....017 > Apps. from the gener.l list 
Money 19 


Tuesday....20 

App motns ex pte—orgnl, 
motn:—and aps. from ords 
made on interlo-utory mots 
a7d also apps. from geaeral 
list if required, 
Thursday ..22 
Friday ....23 
Saturday ..24 


Wednesday 14 


Wed, 200.21 


Apps. from tse general I's*, 


App. mo'ns, ex pte—orgal 
mote. —and anps. from orda 
made on interlocutory mots 
and alse apps. from general 
list if required, 


— - So} Apps. from the general list. 
N.B.— peals, with assessors, 


Admiralty Ap 
will be taken on spesial days to be ap- 
pointed by the Court. 


Wed ...0+.28 


HIGH COURT OF JOSTICE., 
CHANCERY DIVISION, 
Ohancer7 Court, I. 

V.C. Sin JAMES BACON. 


ae mo age -»Mots., adj. sums, & geo pa. 
y. 
Thors. ....2¢ >General paper. 
Friday, ....25 
er bod ree sht, causes & g n. pi. 
nday ..24 
wan? ores General paper. 
Thursdy,Mayl 
Friday .... 2..Motas, adj. sum. & gen. 1. 
pa maa ee coeeee sht. caus. & gen. pi. 
onday .... 
Tuesday ... 6 
Wednesday 7 General paper. 
Thursdsy ... 8. 
veoe 9.. Mots. atj. samns, & zen. pa. 
wv "ne sht. causes, & ge pa, 
onday ... 
Taesday ...13 
Wedne-day 14 General paper, 
Thursday ...15 
Friday ....16..Mots. adj. sums. & gon pa. 
Lo vaeve f on ehaarmae sht. caus. & ge. pa. 
J ccs 
Tueada 


Thursday ..22 
Friday ....23..Mtns, adj sumns & gen pi 
Sat... ...20.24.. Pets, sht causes & gen ).a 
Teeedey....27 
V --002 
Wednesday 23 ¢ Seneral paper 
Taour-day ..29 
Friday ....30,.Mots. alj. sums. & gen. pa. 
Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the same 
can be put in the paper to be so heard, and 
the necessary papers must be left in court 
with the judge’s officer the day before the 
cause is to be put into the paper. 
Court, IV. 
Toesdy, Ape - mye 
22... Mots. . S7mas, 
ey Po paper (Fur co.s, 
Saemeeny «<8 oan uke 
Friday, ....25..Pets., a@j sums, & gon. pa. 
Saturday ..26..Sat. caus, & ad) sams, 
Monday....28 
«»--29 >Gen. pa, (Causes with wits) 
Wednesday 30 2 
Thursdy,Mayl..Motns. adj sums, &g n. pa 
Friday ...... 2..Pets., adj sume., & gen. pa. 
Saturday .. - peandinenatad adj, samas. 
Monday 
ee General paper (Fa*. cos, 
Sees oo & Senn die ton 
Thursday oe sum‘, & gen. pa. 
Friday, .... 9..Pctns, sume, & wen. pt, 
Saturday ..10..Short caus, & ai. sums, 
Monday....12 
Tuesday ..13 >Gen, pa. (causes wi h wits) 
Wed, ....0014 
Thursday ..15,. Mots. a1j sums, & gen. pa. 
ee ee oe sums, & go., vs. 
Sat ocetiouune caus., & aij. sims. 
Teastay....90 ¢ ne wheoes Cita; 
Wednesday 2: 
--22.. Motns a4j sums,& gen, pa. 
Friday ....23..Pets , adj sums,, & gen. p.. 
.24..Sht. caus., & adj sum. 
Monday 


Tucetay...-11 | Goa pa. (causes with wits) 

Toursijay ..29..Mots, adj sumns, & pa 
Bat. causes, Pets, ad) 

Friday ov080 | Sten Dae coms 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


- 


April 26, 1884. 








Any cause intended to be heard asa short 
so marked in the cause 


ecessary 
left in court with the judge’s officer the 
‘ore the cause is to be put into the 


g 
z 


oe, 
Cosncery Court, IIT. 





Mr. Juerice CHITTY. 
Tuesdy,Apr.22.. Motns. & non-witna list 
Wednady ..23> Causes witbout witnesses, 
] adjourned sumn*, and | 
Friday «++-25 > Rp cial case? a 

ets., sht. caus,, adj. sums, 
Seturday . 26 (Procedure) & non wts Jist 
Monday ....28..Fur con and non wits list 


Es Soe Couses without wits, adjd 

Wedneday..30 ¢ cons and spec c.ses 

Thursdy, May! ; 

Friday .... 2..Motns. & non wss list 

8a 3 ( Pets, sht. caus., adj. sums. 
tay -eeeee 3) (Proce dure), & non Wis list | 

Mcnday.... 5..Fur cons & non wts list | 


6 
Wedaos. .... 7} Causes with wiss 
Thur-d .... § ; 
Priduy, .... — te wits a 

ets, sht. causes,adj. sums 
Saturday ..10) ( rocedure), & non wit list 
Mo: day.. 12 Bar cons & non wts list 
Tuesday ..13 


Wednesday 14 >Causes with witnesses, 
The: o 
Friday ....16..Motions and non wits list 

Pets,, sht. cause. adj. sums. 
Saturdy ....17 Procedure), & non w:s list , 
Monday ..19.. cons & non wits list | 
Sew --+- Causes without wits, adj 
Trursday ..22 smns and spec cases 
Friday ..- ee & non wits list 

ets, sht. caus, adj sumns, 

Saturday ..24 f (Procedu: e), & non wis list | 


Monday ....26..Fur cons & non wt 


= Causes without wits, adjd. 
ga § smus ard spec cases | 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the necessary papers must 
be left in court with the judge’s officer 
the day before the cause is to be put into 
the paper. 

Chancery C-urt, II. 
Ma. Justice NORTH. 


WN. B.—During Mr. Justice North’s abs nce 
+n the Spring Circuit the business of his 
lordship’s cou-t will be proceeded w.th by 
Mr. Justice Denman in tre usual order. 


Tesdy, Apr.22 
Wednecday. 23 
Ti-urs ..-..24 ) General paper. 
F.iday ... 25 
Satuday ..26 
Monday ....28 
Toesdsy ..29 
pL” fe General paper. 
Fridsy «2+ 2 
Saurday -. 3 


Wedsdy..... 7 
Thursday .. ert os 
Thursday w15 General paper. 


Wedn,, ....21 
Thursday ...22 General paper. 


Friday, ....23 
Saturday ..24 
Monday ....26 
Tuesday....27 
Wednesday 28 } General paper. 
Thursday ...29 
Friday ...... 30 


Lord Chancellor’s Court, 

Mr, Justice PEARSON. 
Tuesdy,Apr22..Motns., & adj, sums 
Wednesday 23 
Thursday.. 24 > General paper. 

Friday, ....25 

Saturday ..26.,.Sht. caus., ptns. adj.sumons, 
Monday ....28 
Tuesday....29 
Wednesday 30 
Thursdy,Mayl 
Friday .... 2..Motas, & adj. sum. 
Saturday .. 3..Sht. caus, pets.,adj. sumns, 
Monday ..-- 2 

Weanesiey 7 ¢ General paper. 


General pape- 


| Thursday ., 8 


Friday ....+ 9..Motns. & adj. sum. 
Sa.urday ..10..Sht. caus., pets., adj, sums. 
Mond ...... 12 


| Tues, . «+018 


Wed 4 General paper. 
9 cevees 
Thursday ..15 
Friday ....16 .Mots, & adj, sumns 
Saturdy....37..Sht. caus, pet-. adj. sumns, 
Monday ....19 
a: v = General paper. 
9 e000 
Tharsday ..22 
Friday ....23...Motns. & adj. sums. 
Saturday ..2?4.. 8ht. caus., petns, adj, sums, 


| Monday....26 


Tuesday....27 
Wednsday..28 ¢ 2eueral paper. 
Tharsday ..29 ‘ 

tiday ...30,,Motioss. 


During these Sittings Non- Witness Causes 
will be taken, Adjourned Summonses 
will te taken on Thursdays instead of 
Non- Witness Caues until the present 
list is dieposed of. 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked is the cause-book 
at least one clear day before the same can 
be put inthe paperto be so heard, and 
the necessary papers must be left in court 
with the judge's officer the day beiore the 
cause is to be put in the paper. 


Sean 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITIINGS, 1884. 
List oF APPEALS FoR HEARING. 
(Set down to Thuieday, 17th April, inclasive.) 


The Master of the Rolls, Lord Justice Bowen, and Lord Justice Fry will st in 
Appeal Court 1. to hear Queen’s Bench Appeals. 

Lord Jastice Baggallay, Lord Jastice C Aton, and Lord Justice Lindley will ait ia 
Appeal C rt II. to hea: Chane-ry Appesle. 


APPEALS FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, 


DIVORKRCB, AND 


ADMIRALTY DIVISLON 


(PROBATE AND 


DIVORCE), AND THE COUNLY PALATINE AND STANNARIES 


COURTS. 


For Jadgment. 
I:se Walker Ex parte Barter In re Walker Ex parte Black & avr apple 
from the Loncon Baskroptcy Ccurt—(c. a, v. March 29—present Lords Justices 


Cotton, Bowen and Fry) 
Howev Smith appl of plt from Mr, 


Justice Kay—(c, a. v. April 1 on one 


point—present Lorde Justic2s Cotton, Bowen and Fry, 
For Hearing. 
(General List.) 


1882, 
Harrison v Lestner appl of plt from b+ Be Nov 17 


Peacrck v Sinclair appl of defts from Mr Justice Chit'y April 7 
Thomes vy Williams spel of ye from VC Bacon April 13 (not before May 7) 


IareJ F Rowlsnés, 


eskin v Rowlands appl of delts from Mr Justice 


FP ms eaghg 
Kew. fv Ween appl of G Roberts and ors from Mr. Justice Fry April 9 
Kettlewel April 25 


Ward v re and 
Justice Fry on far con May 26 


hv Waton appl of deft J Padgett from Mr Justice Fry 
heerness Ry Co appl of pltff from order of Mr 





In re Sam! Taylor decd Isley v Randall appl of S T. Fraser & anr from Mr 
Justice Pearson May 31 

Spraggett v Soraggcttand ors appl of W Newton ani anr from Me Justics 
Pearson May 31 ; 

Kensit v The Great Eastern Ry Co appl of p'ts from the judgt of Baron 
Pollock for Me Justios Peareon June 5d 

In se Lewis Sulomon decd Levy v Jacobs app of H Hart from Mr Justice Kay 
June 12 z 

In re Estates at Swansea, settled by will of C R Jones and SE Act 1882 app of 
Henry de la Dillwyn irom V C Bacon June (8 

In re The Dronfield Silkstone Coal Co ld & Cu’s Acts app of Messrs Overend & 
Barker & ors from Mr Justice Chitty June 19 

Boswell v Coaks sppl of Pitffs from judgtof Mr Justice Fry June 19 

In re The Brighton Livery Stables Co Id and Co’s Aots (ex parte Joseph Offord) 
app of Joseph Offord (a Contributory) from V C Bacon June 19 

Bulteel & anr v Grepe & ors Grepe & orev Loam appl of John Stauley Grepe 
and ors from judgt of V C Bacon June 21 

Barlow v Ve:try of St Mary Abbotts Kensington appl of Deft Vestry from V C 
Bacon June 28 

In re W James decd James v James appl of Deft from V C Bacoa June 29 

Ritson v Harrison Harrison v Ritson “ppl of Deft Rooke Pennington from 
VC of County Palatine of Lancaster June 30 

Ada Howarth Ptor v James Walch Howarth Respt appl of Respt from decree 
nisi for dissolution of marriage pronounced by Mr Justice Butt dated May 30 


July 3 
Smyth-Pigott v Smyth-Pigott appl of Deft E F Smyth-Pigott from jadgt «f 
Mr Justice Fry July 4 heap se 
Henichs v Weetloghouse app of pit in person from refesal of Mr Justice Kay 


Ju'y7 

In re The Colorado Mines Development Co, limd, and Co’s Acts app of Robert 
Ternant from Mr Justice Kay July 11 

In re T E March, decd, Mander v Harris app of plt from order of Mc Jastice 
Chitty allowing demurrer July 11 

Espir v Mainwaring app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Pearson July 12 

In re Charles Augustus Wright, a solicitor (expte Jerome Saccone and anr appl 
of C A Wright from Mr Justice Chitty July 13 

In re Bentley-Innes, deceised Bentley-Innes v Bentley-Innes app of R C 
Millar from Mr Jastice North July 14 

Nordon v Nodoa app of deft Maurice Nordon feom Mr Justice Chitty July 20 

In re the Ooregum Gold Miniag Co of India, limi and Co’s Ac’s app of Jomes 
Wilson f:om Mr Jastice Chitty dismissing Petn t» wind up Co Jaly 21 

In re T B Ilidge, deed Davidson v Illidge app of Heaory S:aple from refasal 
of Mr JusticeChit-y July 21 

In N fB Tikes, dead Davidson y Illidge app of T B Illidge from Mr. Justice 

itt a 

In re The Artistic Colour Printing Co, limd, and Co’s Acts (Chappell’s Case) 
app of Liquidator from refusal of Mr Justice Chitty July 23 

Rust v The Victoria Graving Dock Co app of the Victoria Graving Dock Co 
frown Mr Justice Fie'd for Mr Justice Kay July 25 ‘ 

Rust v The Victoria Graving Dock Co app ot London & St Katharine Dock Co. 
from Mr Justice Field for Mr Justice Kay July 25 

Norton & Eocles, on behalf, &c v Compton (Piper's Claim) appl of H E Piper 
from refusal of Mr Justice Pearson July 25 

In re The General Financia! Bank lima & C,’ Acts (Richirdson’s Cas;) appl of 
Joseph Richerdson from V C Bacon Aug 2 

In re The White Star Coosolidated Gold Mining C>limd and Co’s Acts appl of 
Eiward Brewis from winiing-up order made by V C Bacon Aug 2 

Jones aniacrv Tae Great Kaste:n Ry Co appl cf def. from judgt of V C Bacoa 
Aug 2 

In re a Contract for Sale between Charles Adams and the Vestry of St Mary 
Abbots, Kensington and V & P Act 1874 appl of Charles Adams from Mr 
Justice Pearson Aug 3 

In re The Alliance Sucy (in Voluntary Liquidation) & Co's Act, 1862 appl of 
Hi C Godfray from Mr Jastice Kay Aug 3 

Hemberow v Frost appl of deft from judgt of VC Bacon Aug 3 

In re — Brown decd O'Halloran v King sppl of pltffs from Mr Justice Kay 
Aug 

Hayn v Gardener appl of deits from jadgt of Mr Justice Denman for Mr Justice 
North and notice of contention by pitff Aug 10 

iit and Co v Vaughan (Liverpool D R) appl of pltffs from judgt of Baron 

ollock for Mr. Justice Chitty Aug 10 

The 110th Star-Bowvkett Benefit Building Society vy Chapman app of dft from 
judgt of Mr Justice Fry Aug 11 

In re Joseph Timperon, decd and of monsy standiag to tha credit of certiia Ry 
Cos—* The account of parties entitled in remainder" app of Richard Gaus 
and ors from V C Bacon Aug 13 

In re J H Bell, decd Lake v Bell app of J B Parker from Mr Jastive Caitty 
disallowing creditors’ claim Aug 13 

In re The Cornwall Miaerals Ry Co and Co's Ast 1867 (Clain of Newqaay ani 
Cornwall Juaction RyC +) app of the Newquay, &), C» froa Mr Ju-tios Kay 
dismissing claim Ang 13 

In re Jobn Maddever,dest Three Towns Bkg Colimd vy Maddever app) of 
dft from judgt of Mr Justice North Aug 13 

In re Contract betweea Jobn Mordy and W B Cowman for Silo of Fr eehld 
Property in Cumberland & V & P Act, 1874 app of W 8 Cow.naafroa Mr 
Justice Chitty Aug 13 

In re The North Wales Freehold Copper Mines and Smelt'nz Co 11 and Cu’s Av's 
app of R. M. Fabris from Me Justice North Aug 14 

Smith v Land and House Property Corporation, lim4 app ofplt from jadgt of Mr 
Justice Denman for Mr Jutice North Aug lS ps 

Alt v Norman app of dfie from judgt of Mr Justice North Aug 17 

Chatterley v Nicholls app of pit from judgt of Mr Baron Pollovs for Mr Justia 
Pearson Aug 21 

Charlton v Rolieston, and In re Swindou, Marlboro’ and Andover Ry Acts, 1873 
and 1879 and Lands Clauses Acts, 1845 and 1849 app of Swindon, &o Ky Co 
from order of Mr Justice Kay Aug 23 

In re The Silver Peok Minirg Co limd and Co's Acte(W C Coozer's caee) azp of 
the Co from ord. r of Mr Justice Kay Aug 23 

Wee: v pene app of dit from judgt of Mr Justice Denman fur Mr Justice 


ug 
Sharp v Allen and Sons app of dfts from order of VC B Sept 1 
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Cleather v Twisden spp of dft from part of judgment of Mr Justice Denman for 
Mr Justice North Sept 3 

In re The International Marine Hydropathic Co limd and Co’s Acts end Lancaster 
Acts, ney 1854 spp of official liquidator from V C of County Palatine of 
Lancaster pt 3 

In re Nation, decd Nation vy Hamilton app of plt from V C Bacon Sept 7 

Sadgiove v Pullinger app of defts Pullinger and anr from Mr Justice Chitty 
Sept 7 : 

une v Collyer app of plt and defts British Land Co from Mr Justice Pearson 
Sept 15 

Io ss Joumph Wright & Co. limd. & Co’s Acts app of Thos Barnsley and ors from 
Mr Justice Chitty Sept 25 

In re Joseph Wright & Colimd app of Saml Amphlett from Mr Justice Chitty 
Sept 25 

In og oseph Wright & Colimd appl of Thos Hall, a director, from Mr. Justice 
Chitty—set down by order 

In re R Parker, the elder, deed Parker v Parker app of plts from Mr Jcastice 
Pearcon Sept 26 

Young v Wallingford app of defts from V C Bacon Oct 4 : 

In re The Mid ies borough, Redcar, Saltburn-by-the-Sea, &c. Building Society & 
Co.’s Acts app of John Donhim from Mr Justice Pearson Oct 6 

In re Tne Duchy Mining Co ld & Cos Acts app of W R Hutton and ors (-hdre) 
from Vice Warden of the Stannaries Oct 19 

In re The Paragon Brick Tile and Cement Works Co ld and Co’s Acts app of 
Petnrs from refusal of Mr Justice Chitty Oct 26 

Tbe Badische Anilin and Soda Fabrik v Levinstein appl of Defts from Mr 
Justice Pearson Oct 31 

Pa‘chett v Illingworth appl of Defts from V C Bacon Nov 5 


(To be continued.) 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND PROBATE,’ DIVORCE, AND 
ADMIRALTY (ADMIRALTY) DIVISIONS. 
For Judgment. 

Brunsden vy Humphreys app of Fr from Baron Pollock and Mr Justice Lopes— 

(c av 4 12—present the Lord Chief Justice, Master of the Rolls, and Lord 
ustice Bowen 

Hollins & Co v Vaeay Bart & ors app of defts from the Lord Chief Justice 
ard Justices Denman and Manisty—c a v Feb 19, present Master of the Rolle, 
and L rds Justicss Lindley and Bowen 

ship, City of Cheater The Owners, Master and Crew of the Misscuri v The 
Owners of the City of Chester, her cargo, specie and freight app of pits from 
judgt and rejeotion of evidence by Mr Justics Butt—cav Feb 28, present 
Master of the Rolls and Lords Justices Begga lay and Lixdley 


For Hearing. 
1882 


Salberg, Bros & Co vy Moore appl of pltfis from the Lord Chief Justice and Lord 
Justice Brett (sitting a Divisional Court) s.tting aside verdict obtained in 
Shoreditch County Court Aug 18 


The Silver Hill Mining Co v Bridge appl of Plffs from ja*gt of Mr Justice 
Grove on claim and counter claim at trial at Bristul Ma oh 14 

Rees v Quénerdu Ainé appl of deft from judgt of the Master of the Rolls at trial 
at Glamorgan April 13 

Higham & ors v Tbe Failaworth Industrial Co-operative Society limd app of 
plts from judgt of Mr Justice Day at trial in Manchester June 7 

Evans & anr v Soames & Co app of defts from jadgt of Mr Justice Day at trial 
at Liverpool June 27 

Dye v Dye & amr app of plt from Baron Pollock and Mr Jastice Lopes 
directing entry of judgt for defts on special 018) stated by parties an, 

Christie v Barker (Q B Crown Side) app of deft from jadgt of Justices Williams 
and A L Smith diemissing app Joly 

Acdrezs (Trustee) vy Wild & ors apy] of pliff from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew 
at trialin London July 9 

Howes v Prudential Assurance Co, limd, and Howes app of deft Howes from 
jadgt of Mr Justice Lopes after trial in Midclessx July 13 (security ordered) 

ey <4 —_ app of dit from jadgt of Baron Huddleston at trial at Bedford 

uly 

Jenkineon v Rothery and ors app of dft Stevenson fron judgt of Mr Justice 
Williams at trial Jely 31 

Jenkinson v Rothery and ors app of dfts Rothery, Mankwell, and Spencer from 
jadgt of Mr Justice Williams after trial at Leece Aug 3 

Addison v Pether and Son app of dfts from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at 
trisl in Middlesex Aug 1 

~» Winston Owners of the Warwick Caatle v Oenera of the Winston appl of 
pitifs from judgt of the President Aug2 (without Acsessor:) 

The Queen v The Assessment Committee of the Popl.r Union (La re Bromley and 
St Leonards Supplemental List—Q B Crown Side) 

Tbe Queen v The same Committee (in re All Saints, Poplar, Supplemental List 
arp of the East and West India Dock Co (Prosecutors) from judg: of Mr 
Justices Grove and Manisty in each case quashing order of Assessment Session) 


ug 3 

Macdonald y Taegesh Gold Mines Co limd app of dis from judgt of Lord Justice 
Baggallay at trial at Maidstone and Hertford Avg3 

Relden v The Mayor, Aldermen and Bargeeses of the Borough of Oldham 
of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Williams after trial at Liverpocl Aug 4 

J.nes and anr v The Mayor, &., of the Borough of Oldbam appl of plis from 
judgt of Mr Justice Williams at trial at Liverpool Avg 4 

Dorman v Goodchild and ors appl of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Stephen on 
Referce’s report Aug 4 

Ship Notting Hill Cloake & ors The Owners of the Notting Hill appl of pltffe 
from order of the President overruling objection: to "a re Aug 4 

Toe Queen v The Guardians of the Poor of the Parish of St Maryle , Miadle- 
tex (Q B Crown Side) appl of deits from judgt of Justices Williams and A. L. 
Sni'b coi firming order of Justices and Sessions on case stated Avg 11 

Garrolé v Holliygs appl of deft from Justic.s Field and Williaws reviving 
Exchi quer judg: obtained in 1869 with hberty ‘0 iasue execution Avg 11 

.~ v Brigas, ep! of plt from judgt of Mr. Justice S.ephen at ual in Mid- 

erexX v & 
Ixnnard vy Gilmour app of deft from judgt of Lord Justio: Lindley at trial at 
Swansea Aug 21 seourity ordered 


Mitchell v Smith app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Cave at trial at Leeds 


Aug 29 Camberland St 

spent a eee of Cc on Bee OC Commar at trial 
© 

at Liverpool Bent 14 pe dy nenvine , 


French (substitutes for Gunn, & Co by order) v Witt app of plt from 
jadgt of Mr Justice Ste at trial Oct 18 

~— enrich Bjorn C &C J Northcote v Owners of the Henrich Bjorn appl 

defts from judgt of the President Nov6 (without Avs-sssre) 

J B Cramer & Co v Giles & Chilton appl of deft Carlton from judgt of Mr 
Justice Lopes at trial Nov 16 

Eriksson & ors (Owuers of the Donatus v Wade & ors) appl of defts from 
jadgt of Mr Justice Day at trial at York Nov 19 

_ asses appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Hawkins on fur conson 

ov 

Thorpe v Rereson app! of deft from judgt of Mr Justice A L Smith at trial in 
Middlesex Nov 22 

Hutcheson & Co v Easton & Co appl of pliffs from jadgt of Mr Justice Hawkins 
after trial at Liverpool Nov 27 

Foulkes v Quartz Hill Consolidated Gold Minivg Colimd appl of pltff from 
judgt of Baron Pollock at trial in Middleecex Nov. 27 

The Anglo-American Metal Buyers Agency v The Railwsy Equipment Co of 
New York apy] of pltffs from juégt of Justices Day and A L Smith Nov 28 

Ross v Ashwin & snr sppl of deft Ivory from part of judgment of Mr Justice 
Mathew Nov 29 

The Queen v The Gua: dians of the Poor of the Headington Union, Oaford and 
Buckingham (Q B Crown Side) appl of defts from the Lord Chief Justice and 
Mr Justice Mathew : ffirming order of Jastices Nov 29 

Claridge v Kemp & anr (Lewis & ieee a; pl of claimants from 
juégt of Jastices Grove and A L Smith 4 

Wm Duck v J C Bates (Q B Crown Side) 1 of plff from judgt of the Lord 
Chief Justice and Mr Justice Stephen on app! from County Cort Deo 4 

Scharlack v Haines (sued as Haines & Co) appl of deft from jadgt of Mr 
Justice A L Smith at tral Dec 6 

The Msyor &c of the Borough of St Helens v The St Helens Collier'es Co limd 
appl of deft Co from jadgt of Justices Day & A L Smith on epscial case Deo 6 

The West London Commercial Bank limd v Kitsen appl of defts Kitson and 
Porter from jadgt of Justiccs Day & A L Smith Deo 10 

Merrett & anr v Bridges appl of pltffs from judgt of Justices Day and A L Smith 
on specie] case Dec 12 

Municipal Freehold Lani Co v The Mstropolitan District Railway Co appl of 
pliff Co from jugdt of Mr Justice Cave at tial Dec 12 

Ship “‘ Peggie Doy ’”? Read & ors v Dawson appl of owners of “ Peggie Doy ” 
from judgt of Mr Justice Butt (without Aesessors) Dec 12 

Ship “* Warkworth” The Tyne S eam Shipping Co limd wv The British Ship 
Coon eae appl of defta from judgt of Mr Jus ice But (without A ses- 
sors) ec 

Carter v Rocke sppl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Watkin Williams at trial 
in Midd'esex Dec 19 

Thomas Dinning, Appellant v The Guardians of the South Shields Poor Law 
Union (Q B Crown Side) sppl of reependents from Justices Stephen and 
Mathew (the Lord Chief Justice dissentiente) confirming order cf Magistrates 
jor contribution to support wife Dec 21 

Palmer v Johnson appl of defts from judgt of Mr. Jastice A L Smith after tial 
at Nottingham Dec 21 


1884. 

Wakelin v The London and South Western Railway Co appeal of pltff from Mr 
Justice Grove, Baron Huddleston and Mr Justice Hawkias setting aside verdict 
for pltff at trial before Mr Justice Manisty and giving jadgt for deft Ja. 1 

G C Melville v John H. Stringer Houghton & ors claimants (Q B Crown Side) 
appl of pitff from jadgt of Justices Mathew, Day, and A, L. Smith on appl from 
County Court Jan 2 

J E Morgan v Longon General Omnibus Co limd (QB Crown Side) azpl of 
aw a — Day and A L Smith on appl from County C.urt for new 
tria an 

The Queen vy Weet Bromwich School Board (Q B C:own Side) appl of defts from 
the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Stephen and Mathew confirming order 0: 
Sessions Jan 3 

White v. D Baxter & Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Waikin Williams 
at trial in London Jan 3 

Pecket & anr v Short Bros appl of pliffs from Mr Justice Grove, Baron Hu idle- 
stone x d Mr Justice Hawkins refusing t» reatorejudgt of Mr Justice Cave with 
costs Jan 3 

Gliddon (trustee, &) v Brodersen, Vaughan & Co appl of defts from jadgt of 
Mr Justice Cave at trial in London Jan 4 " 

Wright (trustee, &c) v Watson & Dickons appl of defts from judgt of Ba on 
Pollock at trial in Middlesex Jan5 

Sanderson v The Mayor &c of Berwick upon Tweed app of defts from jadgt of 
Mr Justico Denman after trial at Newcastle Jan 8 

The Manchester and Oldham Bank ld v W A Cooke and Co app of pits from 
judgt of Justices Day and A L Smith on specis] case atated by arbitrator Jen S 

Andrws (trading &c) v Sargeant, Lorgsteff& Co app of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Denman at trial in London Jan 12 

Rayment v McNeill app of deft fiom Justices Manisty, Lopes and Watkin 
Williams refusing to ret aside Referes’s R port Jan 17 

ey Davis app of deft fiom jaégt of Baron Pollock at trial in Middlesex 

an | 

Mitchell (an infant &o) vy The Darley Main Colliery Co app of pit from juigt of 

Mr Justice Hawkins after trial at Yok, WR Jan 19 

Kitson & Co v The Blackburn and Over Darwea Tramway Co app of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Pesrson after trial Jan 2% 

The Metropolitan Bd of Works v The Local 8d of Willesden app of pits from 

judgt of Pollock at trial in Miidlesex Jan 30 

ing v Barnacle app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice North attrial Feb 5 


os + inetd app of defts from judgt of Mr Jus:ice Cave at trial in Loadoa 


Feb 
Hetherington v Groome app of deft from ju’gt of Mr Justice Hawking at trial 
in Middlesex Feb 8 
Lambert Bros & Culling v Barker aniaur app of defts from judgtof M J. tice 
Day at trial at Newowtle Frb 8 
Burgess v Clerk and anr «pp of def.s from judgt of My Juation C.ve at tris! ia 





Wiltshire Febd8 
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In re Hi 
from order 


and The Reclosistical Commissioners for England app of Heath 
of Justices Manisty and Watkin Williams Feb 8 


Wheeler v The United Telephone Co, aad ane defts from judgt of Mr Justice 


Watkin Williams at trial in Middlesex 


and anr v Fowler andanr a) 
judgt of Raron Pollock at trial Feb 


of defta The York, &e, Banking Co from 


8 v Birnie app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Day at Darham Feb 18 
Peake vy Whitehurst app of plt from judgt of Baron Huddleston at trial at Staf- 


ford Feb 19 


Gillard v The Cheshire Lines Committee app of defts from jadgt of Lord Justice 


Barclay v 
diesex Fe 


7 Liverpool Feb 20 
pd app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial in Mid- 


(Zo be continued.) 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Easter Sitrines, 1884. 

Causes for Trial or Hearing. 

(Set down to Thursday, April 17th, inclusive.) 


N.B.—Dw 
Basiness of his 


the absence of Mr Justice NortH on the Spring Circuit the 
ship’s Court will be taken by Mr. Justice DENMAN, who wil 


sit in Mr. Justice NontTH’s Court (Chancery Court II.), and take the Actions in 


the usual o:der. 


A Transfer of 80 Witness Actions—viz., 60 from Mr. Justico Pearson, and 20 
from Mr. Justice Cu1tty, was made by order, dated April 12th, to Mr. Justice 
Nokrrs, and will be taken in due order after the Actions previously transferred 


and remaining for Trial. 
A Transfer of Chance 
March 25th. 


Actions to the Queen’s Bench Division was made on 


They will be found placed in the List of Queen’s Bench Actions 
without Juries, which can be seen in the Associate's Department. 
The order in which the Business will be sage the several Judges of 


the Chancery Division will be found particularly sta 


in the Easter Sittings 


Paper, and will aleo appear in shorter form ia the Daily Cause List. 


Before Vice-Chancellor B acon. 
Cauees for Trial (with wi'neeses and 
without witnesses). 

aon, AY Wilmot act wits pt bd 
In re M E Anstie, Chetwynd v Morgan 
act &m fj 
Winter v Ind Coope & Co act wits 
Brown v Black act wits 
Belcher v Belcher act In re T O 
Whitehead v Lomax act 


Balcombe v Sawtell act 
B wanni v La Socié é Generale act 


Hawes v Hawes act & m f j wi's 

Inre J Highmore sct wits 

Hunter v Barnes act 

Probert v Windus act wits 

Crisp v City of London Publishing C 


act 
Penrethcrne v Henderson act mf 
v Dennis act wits 
Ayling v Mercer act wits 
In re Ga'kp United Ports &c v Gallop 
at &mtj wits 
ro Stokes & Co v Comber act 
it 


8 

Saowden Slate Quarries Co v Griffith 
act Clothworkers’ C» vy Hatchison 
act wits pt hi 

Harvey v Olliver act wits 

Davies v Davies m fj 

Morley v Weigel act wits 

Bu:jeaurd v Martin act wits 

Workicg Men’s &c S.ciety vy Reynolds 
act wits 

Pilev Pile m fj 

Keber v Strachan act 

act 

Watson v Johnson act &mfj In re 
Williamson Wiltiameon v Wrisht sc 

United Telephone Co vy London & Globe 
&: Co act wi 


In re J Meyrick Hartman Gillett v | 


L»wdnes ect 
Smith vy Smith fc 
Bickerton v Walker act & m fj 
Ia re Jackam Owen v Jones act wits 
Wile:t vHenley motn for jadgt 
Gattey v Blake motn for judgt 
In re Gest NeepvJobnson act wits 
Gould v Blick motn for ja‘gt 
be: ppd Lancashire & Yorkshire Ry 


wits 
Washbourn, &« Co v Patterson act wits 
Anderson v Macfayden ect wits 
Peahe — act wits 
v Ho 
Weedon v Higgins so & m fj 
Hugh sw Evare act wits 
Hawvrth v Williams act & m fj 
Mechlachlan v Fletcher act & m f j 
In te Pirmia. Lond & Coy Big Co 
v 
Firmin act wits Ms 





Gandy v Gandy act&mfj wits 

Alexander v Long act wits 

Gliddon v Gliddon act wits 

Smith v Smith act wits 

Geere v Rouquette act wits 

Hobson v Monks act wits 

Standard Union Investment Co Id v 
Isaac art wits 

Stuart v Mainwaring act wits 

In re Hadden &c petn wits 

Lawson vy Vacuum Brake Co ld act 
wits 

Nicholson v Lovering m fj 

Id v Reliance & 


United Telephone Co ld v London, & 
Telephone, &c Co act 

Moore v Willett act 

Boyce v Long fe 

Ogden v Stamford, & Bk fc 

Pagden v Blake act wits 

Pritchard v Bristol, &2 Society sct 


wits 
| Atlea v Dibl 


Bath 
In re Mills th v Shilloock act & m 


f 

Canitorh v Thomas act 

In re Needham Robinson v Needham 
act wits 

Fidoe vy Gibson act wits 

Dillon v Carter act wits 

InreJerman Jermanv Miller m fj 

Paw vy Dundas fc 

Waters v Waters fc 

Frost vy Allan fc 

Magnus v Lumley act & m fj 

In re Harrison Thornburn v Thorn- 


act 

Royal Exchange, & Cov Parr fc 

Bicke v Saananeby act 

Merchant Banking Co 1d v Quebec 
Central Ry Co act wits 

Evans v Thomas {c 

In re Turner Boyntony Tidy fo & 
su mus to vary 

Paget v Marstall act wits 

Pascoe vy Rowe act wits 

Manton v Talvis act 

Nicholls v Nicholls act 

Mackenzie v Morris act wits 

In re Sowdon Sowdon v Best fo 

In re Dufficld Dawson de Coverdale v 
Cockercft act 

Shingleton v Ti act wits 

In re Donbble ubble vy Doubble fo 

Oulton v Whittaker fc 

Briggs, Son & Cov Dulffer mfj 

Brooking v Eldridge m f j (short) 

Wetherhead v Plewman act 

Roseby v Hardcastle act wite 

Marquess of Butey Ryder act & m fj 

In re Martin Butterfield vy Mott act 


wits 
Economic Benefi 
mf) lo ) tt, &o, Society v Tippett 


Li v Lovering mfj 

Ni v Lovering m fj 

In re Wilmot Vallisv Solly sc 
Beer v Stidworthy mf j 
Brandauer & Co v Lindsaybyrne & Co 


act 
In re Davies Heath v Wyand & anr 


act 
Willicombe v Crowe fc (short) 
Horner v Board of Works for White- 
chapel Dist. act wits 
Hepburn v Leather m f j (short) 
= Ry Cov Solway Junc Ry 
Franklin v Tannenbaum act wits 
Webb v Smith fc 
Garnett-Orme v Glossop m fj ieee 
In re Watkins Watkins v Williams 
act wits 
In re Watkins Watkins v Williams 
act wits 
Smith vy Moody m fj (short) 


Adjourned Summonses 

De Mora v Concha pt hd 
In re Johnson Hickman v Williamson 
Clover v Wilts, &c Building Scciety 
Inre Colman Collins v Colman 
Kennedy v Lyell 
Forrest v Shore 
Bennett v Houldsworth 
Davenport v Kin; 
Peravian Guano Co v Bockwoldt 
In re Mardon Mardon v Swann 
In re Haven Gold Mining Co 
In re Seventh ext Central Bailding 

n re Seven t Cen i 

Sos & Co’s Acts 
Inre Nation Nation v Hamilton 
In re Wrigley Johnson v Wrigley 
Lawson v Vacuum Brake Co ld 
In re Dames & Wood and V & P Act 
In re Batty Hardisty v Batty 
Day v Reeves 
Walter v Moor 
In re Courtier Coartier v Coles 
In re Courtier Coles v Courtier 
Expte Furness Ry Co &o 
McGavin v Dickin:on 
McCowan 

InreLemm Hewarteoa v Lemm 
Expte Robt Roskrow & Nat Debt Act 
na v Peruvian Gaano Co ld 
Phillips vy Chapman 
Shetler v Hare 
In re Needham Robinson v Needham 
Britannia Fire Assoo vy Murcott 
In re Docura Docura v Faith 
In re Wrigley Johnson v Wrigley 
Expte Duke of Marlboro’ & Consoli- 

dated Funds, &c Act, 1873 


Before Mr. Justice Kay. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses.) 
Gane v Myers act 
Roberts v Oppenheim act 
ba M Glass Co. limd v Hill 


Harwood v Blackwell Blackwell v 
Harwood act pt hd 

Lewis v Aberdare &¢ Co act & m fj 

Baldwin v Hargreaves act pt hd 

Snow v Whitehead act pt hd 

Ruseell vy Vargues act 

The Roppolteweiler Stasseneienbahn 
yer amma v Mulhausen Trams Co 


Ellis v Rogers act 

Meux v Lord T weedmouth 

Griffith v Equitable Reversionary In- 
terest Socy act 

Rey. hitworth, Whitworth vy Whitworth 


Fau kner v Satterthwaite act 
Ansell vy Weari act 
Fellowes v Je! acts 
Whitehaven &c Authority v Smith act 
Cracdock v Mansel act 
Crosee v Waller act 
Mayor of Plymouth v Martin act 
Gilroy v France act 
In re Truefort Trafford vy Blanc act 
and m f | 
Pollard v Taylor act 
x v Blackman 
Gorden v Potter act 
Boxall y Boxall act 
Mackreth v Walmesley ast 
In re Steiasby Stainsby v Staineby act 
Pearson v Pearson a:t 


Brown v 


eacock vy C 





In re Pearson, Foneen ¥ Pearson 
olling act 


‘In reC 





Fowler v Holdom act 
Peterken v a act 
In re Heaton’s Trade Mark &o adj 


sumns 
Fry v Tapson act 
—— v eae act 
erperv Bingley act 
Gilmour v Ry & Electric Appliances 
Cold act 
Henderson v Andrews act 
Hobbs v Orlebar act 
Ivens v Ivens act 
In re Hives Reader v Hives act 
Hughes v Bywater act 
Levick v Statham aot 
Wilson v Clifton act 
Credit Co, ld v Waddle act & m fj 
Pilley v Martyn act 
Gooda'l v Harding act 
Hardman v Dsy act 
Scott v Matthew, Brown & Co ld act 
Haywood v Brunlees act 
Spratt v Shephard act 
Lawr-nce v Benham act 
8 v Lewis act 
Shaw v Warner act 
Wilson v Wilson act 
Brereton v Mann act 
Sayles v Steele act 
Wilmot v Bennett act 
Derby Land, Building, &c. Cov Hall 
act 
Watson v Scrimehaw act 
Neate v Busby act 
St Jobn’s Coll, Oxon v Athawes act 
Peroni v Hudson aot 
Grimmer vy Chapman act 
Fietcher v Gill act 
Brown v Milburn & Co act 
In re T W Richardson Shillito y Hob- 
son act 
Jenkins v Rogers act 
Bell vy Boyes act 
Dudin v Dadin & ors act 
Norton v Hughes act 
Winter v Purvis act 
Hughe: v Carnarvonshire Slate Co Id 
act 
Earl of Ravensworth v Eden act 
Allen v Trueman act 
Roberts v Gough m fj 
In re Carter, Guest v Hull act 
Young v Solly act 
Walton v Robinson act 
Harwood v Caiger act 
Ia re George, George v George act 
Richards v Howell act 
Michell vy Bonny act 
Marriott v Bozzard act 
Treadwell v Lindon & S W Ry Co act 
Gill v Gleadall act 
Forman v Hobson act 
Ingram v Webb act 
Jackson v Harr.s act 
Caygill v Perucca &ors act 
Eyfe v London Finance Association, ld 


Causes for Trial without witnesses 
Bacon v Camphausen act 
In re J Moggridge Moygridge v Mog- 
act 


Star Life Assura-ce Society v Freeman 
act 


Myers v Jones mfj (shor) 

In re Petit Pierre, Lumley v Carrie act 

Ia re Garrett, Dyer v Rotton adj sums 

Co of Proprietors of Grand Junctiun 
Caral v Kegent’s, Canal &o, Co trial 
of issue of fact 

Banks v Hawthorn act 

Dovey v Cremer act 

Whiteley v Braund act 

King v Ashley sc aad m for j 

Fartuer Considerations. 

In re Paul, Morris v Seaward fo 

Ia re Gibbs, Gibbs v Gibbs fo 

In re Voy, Voy v Waters fo 

Barfield v K fo 

In re Toms reePotter Waxdan v 

leson fo 
In re Waller Waller v Waller fo 
Im re Irons re Hirons Sims v Kilby 
© 


Nixey v Webb fo 

Inre Lock Smarty Smart fc 

In re Brown Payne v Waller fo 
Io re Hyett Hyett v Hyett fo 
In re Kender Kender v Stanley fo 
Fletcher vy G fc 
Gamble v er fo 

In re Pares Pares v Vaughan 
Newton vy Edwards f0 
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Adjcurned Summonses. Nightingall vy Cannon act In re Devon & Cornwall Electric Light | In re to William’s Contrac & 
Harrison v Cornwall Minerals Ry Co Dawson v Phoenix Electric Light & | & PowerCold adj smns Vé&P adj suns 
Same v Same Co act ve Vv act & m fj In re The Scarsdale Co Claim 
In re Coxall Coxall vy Coxall Clark & ors v South Metrop Gas Co act | Baker v sinterpleader smvs| of Chesterfield Bkg Co emus 
Inre W Sumner Williams v Sumner | Pope v P act Plantegenet- v Watson mfjj| Ia re John Poole’'s Estate & Settled 
In re Monk Wayman v Monk appl | Bethell v Ferrares Land Reclamn Cold} upon writ Land Act emos 
of Northampton Bkg Co act In re Lunn d-ci Sturgess v Lunn act | In re Webb to Hill & Co & 
In re French Love v Hills appl of | Edwards v Thompson act Harvey v Lambert emus} V&P Act adj smns 
Law Property, &c, Sac Cha v Wade act set down by order of j In re T P Pitt’s Settlement Collins v 
In re Beker Coppin vy Humphrey | Beddington v Deichmann act Inre Morgan adjournedeumns Sugg Pitts adj emns 
appl of Pliff Blaxland v Blexland act v Bray sumns In re Indian ve Ageacy ld 
In re Carter Guest v Hills Ellis v Newsome act iS} v Jones act (Drew's Case) adj smns 
In re Walley Walley v. Robinson Huntv Penley act Davies vy Morgan act In re Northen’s Estate Salt v Pym 
In re Warren Weadon v Reading Wood v Commissioners of Sewers | In re The Westminster Hotel Co (Rhyl) adj 
Inre Martin Dier v Martin appl of | forCity of London act Id (expte Sheen) a4j sumas Walton v Dunn act &mfj 

le v act Inre Kemp’s Estate Poste v Kemp/| Sturdy v Creaser 


Deft to vary certificate 

In re Eadon Eadon v Purnell appl 
of Christiana Maria Eadon 

Levy v Met & Met District RyCo app] 
of Priscilla Levy 

In re Strong Gray v Strong 

Jones v Williams 

Wiffen v Hughes 


Before Mr. Justice CurTTy. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Price v Bala and Festiniog Ry Co act 


May 1 

Inre Pritobard & Dodd’s application & 
Mesers W Waller & Co’s opposition 
— Mark Acts adj smns with 
wits 

Dighy v Evans act (transferred from 

Division, by order) 

Dickinson v Dickinson act 

In re A M Blake, decd Faulconer v 
Mackenzie adj sumns with wits, by 





order 

The London ncy, lima, v The Mil- 
ford Haven Ry and Estate Co, limd 
act May 1 


Craig v Trimin act 

Holland v Watney act 

Blott v Clark act 

In re James Schofield, decd, Whitaker 
v Schofield Radcliffe v Schofield act & 
counter-claim 

Tbe York City & mee, Bank v The 
Yorkshire Banking Co limd act 

Bowlby v Taylor act 

In re Brown, deod Brown v Walmaley 


act 

Elsey v Bailey Elsey v Bailey cons acts 

Bull vy Saunders act 

Pickering v Hopkinson & Sons act 

Arnold v Wickens act 

Io re R. B. Barrett decd Barrett v 
Berrett act 

Nowell vy Waller Smart v Nowell act 
and counter-claim 

Watson v The Belt Copper Mines 1d 
act 

Alston v Baker act 

Schmitz vy Cohen act 

Cozens v Palmer act 

James vy Hutbnance aot 

Pennefather v Elmslie act 

Stenning vy Fox act 

Baldwin v Baker act and In re Baker’s 
Trade Mark adj eumns 

Hine vy Saunders Saunders v Hine 
Carter y Hine act and counter- 
claims 

Beauchamp v Campbell act 

Mitch: ll y Bennett Bennett v Mitchell 
act and counter- claim 

Bean v Wates act 

Dadeon vy Lancashire Maxim Weston 
Electric Light Co act May 1 

In re Johneon deod Johnson v Sly Sly 
v Blake act 

Buckton v Bentley act 

Yore v Algar act 

Corpe v Philbrick Philbrick vy Corpe 
act and couater-claim 

Rowky v Lonéon Fish Market and 
National Fishery Co aot 

Marp'e vy The same Co act 

Pether v Halsey act 

Archer v Rope act 

In re Finlay dod Finlay v Clarke act 

Wyer v Tonkins act & m fj 

Dodd v Macfoy act 

Crowder v Charrington act 

Morony v Newmarket Colls & Co 1d act 

In re Colville-Brown, decd Brown v 


B 
Brown act (S O till de 8 filed 
Maple v Hartmont act — ’ 
Burnipgbam v Howlett act 
In re W Spencer’s appin and T M Axt 
adj sumns with croes exam on affidvts 
v Bowman act 


Roy, 

— Sheard, deed Stocker v Sheard 

Phipps v Oxford University act 

Fleet v Spalding act 

Herper v Genese act 

Newman v Newman act 

Baker v Acton Local Board act 

Jennings v Turney act 

In re Sir W. Halt, deod Bowes vy Hult 
act 


Further Considerations. 
Renshaw v Renshaw fc 
Resshaw v Rostroa act for trial by 


crder 
a Hodgeon, decd Clough v Reddish 
c 
In Thackeray, decd Holcombe v Packe 


fo 
In re Johnstone, decd Hammett v 
Kerry fc 
In re Cutlan, decd Cutlan vy Cutlan fc 
Lloyd’s Banking Co v Barbados Gas Co 


ld fo 
In re Allwood, decd. Allwood v Belk 


fo 

Dicks v Jackson fo 

In re Watson, decd Watson v Watson 
fc and sumns to x 

Haywood A —- 7 © upon referee’s 
report motn to vary report 

In re Bywater, decd Bywater v Clarke 


fo 
Eee ors, deod Hale vy Webb 
ti) 


Berridge v Pease fc 
Davis v Wells fc 
In re Paul, deod Evans v Evans fo 


Dp. A is] 


tr 
In re John Orr-Ewing’s Estate Ewing 
v Ewing deft’s adj mtn to stay pro- 


ceedings 

In re The same action plt'’s adj sumns 
dated 4th Marob, 1884 for directions 
under Scotch interlocutor 

In re The same action plt’s adj sumos 
dated 30th Jan, 1883 to proceed wit 
accounts &o under decree (April 23, 
by order) 





Non-witness Causes, Adjourned Sum- 
monses and Special Cares. 
Dauvillier v Myers (to review taxn) 


Brown, Shi & Cov Kough act 

Morley v Central Permt Benefit 
Building Soc a ea 

In re Addleshaw & Warburton a‘j emns 

In re J Wood, decd, Adams v Eldridge 


80 
In re Hambro’s Settled Estates adj 
sumns 
In re D Blyth, deod, Blyth v Thomson 


act 
Elkins v Capital Guarantee Society act 
In re W Heathoote, decd, Sturgess v 
Aviclet sco 
Kennedy v Hatley so 
Wills vy Eyton mfj 
Penrice v Williams m fj upon award 
Manchester & Salford Bank ld v Soow- 


croft act 
In re Perks decd Perks v Hirons 8 © 


In re J Defries’ Estate Nordon v 
Levy adj smns to review taxn 
In re Artistic Colour Printing Co 


Workman’s case a(j smns to review 


taxn 

In re John Appleton’s Estate Barber v 
Tebbit ad smos 

Brake v Allen 


adj sumns 

In re Haneon’s Estate Hanson v Han- 
Hey 

Fray v w adj summons to vary 
certifica' 


te 
In re Hoar’s estate Wansborough v 
scoe adj sumns 
ln re Batten decd Batten v Batten act 
Wiee v Trenholm m f jon findings of 
chief clerk’s certificate 
In re Talbot’s Estate Talbot v Frere 


adj sumns 
Fox v Brixham Harbour, &c Commis- 


sioners s Cc 

In re Richard Boorn’s Trusts adj 

sumns under Order 55 

Hodgeon v Smith mfj 

Clement v Cheesman act 

Bryde v Davies mfj 

Pawsey v Armstrong adj sumns 

In re Symond’s Trusts adj sumas 

In re Eckington’s Freehold Land Soc 
adj sumns 

In re Cwm Avon &c Co Sobrino’s 


acj sumos 
In re B. Bates & in re H. Bates deod 
Lawson v Holyland adj sumns 
Troup to Cawpbail & V&P Ac: adj 


sumns 
In re Birch deod Roev Birch adj 


sumns 

In re ’a Trusts adj sumas 

Dicks vy B wood act 

Allen v Frere act 

Doerks vy Malkern act 

Dickson v Dickeon Dickson v Parson 
act & m fj 

In re Harrw decd Jacson vy Queen 
Avne’s Bounty adj sumns 

In re Brandons a%j sumnus 

Brooks v Jones adj enquiry 

Bick-rateth v Govett act 

Moll v Lydall act 

In re Duna, deod Richardson v Pal- 


lister act 

In + Dunhill, deci Boston v Wass 
m fj 

Hemeworth v Campbell adj sumas 

Williams v Williams adj sumns 

In re E. Segor's Will adj sumos 

Butler v Cunningham pe 

Iu re Bride-Hall, decd Taylor v Hall! act 

Heywooi v Sutton act 

Price v Insole act 

ry | een decd Redman v Barter 
m 


J 
Young v Robertson act 
Budgett v F.ingswood Coal & Iron Co 

ld_ act and m fj 
Bel Reaes & Gv Ong BSS 
ac 


Royle v Royle act 

In re R. Stygg’s Estate Stagg v Birt 
adj sums 

In re Richards & Co ld sumns 

In re The Ooregun Gold Co adj 


sumns 
Wilson v Dodds adj sumns 
Stevens vy Met Dictrict Ry Ce act 
In re Jules’s Trade Mark adj smns 
Dymond v R bineon the younger act 
Gilbert vGuard act & mii 
In re Levitt’s Estate armiloe v 
Levitt adj emus to teke opinions 
In re eB hyany-Strattman’s 


Estate yany - v 
Walford adj sms (April 28) 
Batler v Butler 80 
Jackeon v Falkser act 
Ecoleston v Williams act 
In re Chas Kenny deod Sandwith v 
Cowie act 
Dann v Walton act 





adj smns 
a H Carthew adj emns to review 





4 


act 
Ia re Charles Evans deci Beynon y 
Beynon Evansv Beynon m fj 


Before Mr. Justice Noura. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Benham hag act mn 
Piumptree v Blazland 
Raimondi vy Great Westera Ry Co act 





Sugg & Coldv Bray & Co act 
Gething v Lewis yr &c Co 
Imd act 


Cooper v Bullen act wits 

sows ote Dy ne act 
The Callis-Bis Gold Mining Co limd v 
Downe: act wits 

Smith v Harris act 

In re Stoakes, Stoakes v Read act 


Transferred from Mr. Justice Kay and 
Pearson 


Mr. Justice t to order 
dated Nov 15, 183.. 

In reSD Wiat of Engld & Bk 
vCock act 


v Briggs act 
Kemble v Bedwell act & m fj 


Lewin v Jones act 

= v Gater act 

Cradock v — act 

Lovejoy ¥ act 

Priolesa v Kaselack fc 

Clarke v Foxley act 

Ia re Mo timsr In re Wileon Wilson 
v Mortimer act 

Williams v Simuer act 

Blackett v Blackett act 

In re Welbourn Huater v Barton act 

Bellis v Johason act 

Beaumont v Beaumont act 

Brewer v Jones act 

In re Attfield In re Rowe Peck wv Att- 
field act 

Field v Ford act 

Heinrichs v Westinghouse act 


Jobbins v Standing act 
Mayor, &c, of New Windsor v Stovell 
act 


In re Griffits Pearson v Griffits act 
Hooper v Sewell act 
Ia re Joseph In re Penny Marray v 


ca oS 
In re J J Roebuck Scholes vy Whitley 


act 
Char'esworth v Skyes act 
Co lv Rawson act 
M v Thomas act 


Perkins y Angel act 


Transferred from Mr Jastice Chitty ani 
Mr Justice eens 





Cottrell vy Holland mfj 
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Bryakt v Barrett act 
Fothezgitl v Lavery oct 
v Lavery @ 
Scott v Graham act 
Lancaster v Gould act 
Nottiagham Joint Stock Bank, lmd v 
Williams act 
In re Gisson, Nutter v Gibson act 
Bray v D’Aubiene act 
eager v Hose act 
Blakey v Climax Boot, &o, Co, Imd act 
Marshall v Sioger act 
Sandeman v Musgrave act 
Burr v Sittingbourne, &0, Co. Imd act 
Earl Poulettv Same Co act 
Goodbart vy Enever act 
Dunton, Dunton v Freeman 
Beal v Beal act 
Bangs v Winton act 
Haggard v ard act 
Lee v Dun act 
Shilross v Churchill act 
Tuck & ors vy R«ynolds & Co act 
Banner v Bates act 
Bishop v Wade act 
Symonds v Hallett act 
Mourant v Le Crosnier act 
Montgomerie vy Salmon act 
Harvey v Wilkin aot 
Drover v Capital and Counties Bank, 
Imd act 
Simons v John act 
Jobn v Simons 
Brooke v Stephen act 
Scratton v City Bank limd act 
Bowes v Joicey act 
De Gallatin y Duffield aot 
Fielden v Pixley act 
Wilkinson v Easton act 
Hooker v Gas Meter Co act 
Davenport v Orme act 
Bottrill v Dell act 
Kinpton v West act 
Hill v Clark act 
Dudley v Ward act 
Ward v Dudley act 
Jackson v Bolam act 
Fox & Cov Firth ast 
Coxheai v Ellison act 
Cottrill y Dyson act 
In re Whitham Whitham v Whitham 


act 

Woods v Woods act 

Naylor v De Bernardy act 

Hutchings v Humphreye act 

Wa'es v Wheatley act 

Clarke v Glover act 

Nash v Wooderson act 

Roeher v Callen act 

Rosber v Collen act 

Cullen v Rosher act 

Chestle v. Billioghurst act 

Smith vy Wille act 

Stadds vy Watson act 

Lamb v Bssumont act 

Carli-ls City and District Baaking Co. 
v Thompon act 

— v. Potteries, Shrewsbury, &o, 

v 


act 

Clarke v Pannell act 
Crook v Clarke act 
Miller v Tanner act 
Paine v Phelps act 
Foard v Oram act 
Oram v Foard act 
Leader v Ward act 
Aldred vy Upton aot 
London and River Plate Bank vy Watters 

act 
Fitchew v Barwick act 
Parkes v Bateman act 
Brewer vy Brown act 





Before Mr. Justico Pranson. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
1n_re The Phosphate Manure Co 1d, 

Ex parte Hartmont mot 
Young v Winter act (not before J une I) 
Tador v Tudor act 
Holland v Sawbridge act 
Inre Monkman Lyne v Monkman act 
Wheeler v Sharland act 
Wilcox v Same act 
In re Pearson, Oxley v Scarth act 
Ia re Owen, Lloyd vy Owen act m fj 
Dawson v Lawson act 
In re Hooke Hooke vy Parry act 
Inre Mappin Mappia v Viorace adj 


eumns 

Clark v Saunders act 

Ia re Prior, Prior v Prior act 

Ia re Newington Hughes v Newington 
a0j somns 





Salisbury v Wickham act 

Standing v Bowring act 

Ecclesi Commenrs v Pearson act 

Sélway v Hales Hules v Solway act 

Singleton v Cracknell act r 

age v Ford act 
tephenson v Stephenson act 

Exchange &. Warehouses 1d v Land 
Financiers ld act (not before July I) 

Noyes v Pollock act audmf j 

Lowenfeld v Hoyne act 

In re Edwards Fisher vy Edwards act 

Deacon vLuff act 

In re Blakeley Wickham v Digby 
Digty v Wickham actandmf j 

Bartholomew v Tippett act 

Burrill v Padwick act 

Atherley v Burnett act 

Feodick vy Hurter act 

Bellamy v Rowbotham act 

Weston v Sting-r act 

Rice v Broadley actand m f j 

Drury v Bennett act and m fj 

Gaskell v Philips & Co act 

Lloyd’s Bauking Co ld v Jones act 

Leigh v Barnell act 

Bailey v Hoose Property Trust ld act 

Jones v North and South Wales Bank 
Imd act 

Cardinall v Cardinall act 

Wood v Lambert act 

Croydon v Prudential, &: Co motn 

Uff v Honse Property Trust, ld act 

Pilling & Co v Mayor, &c of Hudders- 
field act 

Dunn v Graddon act 

Walker & Sons vy Carr & Sons act 

Ferguson v Collier act 

Cless v Marshall act 

Green v Ibbetson act 

Hodge v Gillbanks act 

Fitzgerald v Digby act 

Reed v Same act 

Waterhouse v Macgregor pt act 

Purland v Balls act 

Peck vy Boyd act 

Chapman v Fielder act 

In reChapman Hanter v Chapman act 

Durant v Phillips act 

Johnston v English act 

Ashdown v Davis act 

Brown v Gourand act 





Inre Owen Breesev Owen act 2 


Stevens v Coles act 

Potter v Potter act rs 

Franois Canal Steam Towage Qo v 
Powis act ’ 


Causes for Trial 
(without witnesses). 
Arnold v Allen act 
In re Morgan Rees v Morgan m fj 
In re Bennett Bennett v Price 80 
Morris v Neil act 
Bradford v Young act 
In re Rosber Rosher vy Rosher sc 
Hydev Hyde so 
Gow v Fostr sc 
In re Ormston Aldamv Ford m fj 
Hunter v Caldecott m fj 
In re Graver-Browne Hare v Hare 60 
In re W Paddock Miller v Toll so 
In re Powell, the elder Owen v Powell 
act 
Cole v Crush act 
In re Laurence Laurence vy Laurence 


80 

MoWilliam v Roome sc &m fj 

Longden v Longden m fj 

Carter v Hook act 

In re Evans Phillips vy Evans act 

Cross v Coltart scand m fj 

Sadler v Bryan act 

In re McLeod Harris vy MoLeod, m fj 

In re Watts Cornford v Ellicott so 

Waddington v Waddington mf 

Mutual Life Assurance Society v Lavg- 
ley act &mfj 

Laurence v Nottingham Tramway Co, 
lmd fur trial of act & sums 

In re Ridings Ridings v Barnes act 

mi J ag Hollis vy Fletcher spl o 

m 

In re Shield Pethybridge v Burrow act 

In re Brooke Musgrave v Brooke act 

Bates v Bates sploc 

Coleman v Llewellin act 

Inre Baynton Bayaton vy Whereat act 

Grose vy Dymant so 

Carnochan vy Ireland act 

Jelly Dudley v Keightley so 

In re Tuthill Foxy Lucas act &m fj 


oe 


Lori Muncaster vy Skegness Pier Co ) In re Old Folstaff Club, ld 


mf i 

Inre Hall Wallv Hall m fj 

Matkin v Gould om fj 

In re Parsons Usherv Smith mfj 

Simonsv John mfj 

Walker v Maughan act 

nae MH ain . Ww. od v Ski t 

on re Pettin ood v Skipper ac 

Lsigh v Steele act 

Gallard v Hawkins 8 6 

In re Laverick Barlow v Laverick act 

In re Coussens Coussens v Coussens 
m fj & adj sums 

Ia re Turnbull Turnbull vy Turnbull 


sc 

In re Evans, Evans v Daires act 
Wright v Little act 

In re Kirk Nicholson v Kirk act & 


m fj 
Clennell v Clennel' m fj 
In re Davis Chapman v Davis act 
Mayor of Bristol v Cox act 
Sneyd vSneyd act 
Berridge v Hamby act 
Barnaby v Equitable &c. Society act 
Miles v Gard act and mf j 
Reidy Reid act 
Tyson ¢ Finlinson act 
ontgomerie v Stoer Bros & Coles act 
Waddell v Fane act 


Ia as Cope v Thompson 


m fj 

Barker v Irvine act 

Warburton v Crawshaw act 

Clarke v Lloyd mfj 

Johastone v Earl Spencer act 

Patey v Johnson m fj 

Mason v Nash m fj 

Sutherland v Lovering act & m fj 

Manners v Mew act & m fj 

Houston v Marquis of Sligo point of 
law for argument 

Shoosmith v Watts act 

Bayly v White act 

Binus vJohnson act 

Beele v Dancan m f j (short) 

Wilson v Barnes act 

Newton v Newton act 

Bayzes v Morton Bros & Co act 

Dicketts v Enoglard act 


» Kelsey v Belton act (short) 4 
‘ 


Courage v Baker act 

Colley v Baker act Ln 

Black and anr v Companhia Portugez a 
Navigacio and ors act 4 

Hon A Egerton, M.P., v Ellesmere 


mfj 
Smith v Attorney-General act 


Forther Considerations. 
Guest v Newmes fc & sums 
Lodge v Forrest fo 
In re Hill & Swarbrick, Lodge v For- 
reat fo 
In re Potter, Potter v Potter fo 
In re Smith, Harrison vy Pryor fo 
Johnson v Gale fc 
- re Sheppard, Sheppard v Blancome 


c 

In re Horsley, Druitt vy Mayo fo 

In re Whitham, Potter vy Whitham fe 
In re Blachford, Blashford vy Worsley 


fo 
Hatfield v Buckingham fo 
Same v Same fo 
In re Young, Chapman v Roadwin fo 
Sandison v Godfroy fo 
Hollingshead v Pagh 
In re Smith, Smith vy Tyndall fo 
In re Groen, Jowett v Green fo 


Adjourced Sammonees 
Ia re Whitham Whitham v Whitham 
In re Same Same v Same 
In re Wilcock ‘Thompson v Barstow 
Whittaker v Shutt 
In re Roberts & Po lard, & 
In re Hearsey Heareey v Posk-tt 
Inre Shepherd Jones v Shepherd 
In re Crowdor’s Tru.ts 
In re Raw Morris v Griffith 





In re Smith Harrington v True 
Gardner v Jay 
In re Avonside Engine Co, ld & Ov’s 


Acts 

~ re “oe Clive v Clive 
age v Ta 

Ia re Quin’ Sef v Quin 

In re Marples Marples v Marples 

In re Toller Toller v Northcote 

In re H Chalk, Webb & Co, Id In re 
Same (expte H Chalk Webb) Inre 
Same (expte Contributories) In ra 
Same (expte Wilesmith) leave to give 
netice for parties to attend to be cross 
examined 

In re Harrison Harrison v Harrison 

Van-Tromp v Smith 

In re Pollock Pollock vy Warrall 

In re Ferrier Ferrier v Ferrier 

In re Arney Speed v Colle 

In re Woolger Birdsey v Honson 

In re Jayne Jayne v Jayne 

ay Ladywell Mining Co, Id and Co’s 

cts 

In re the same Co 

Church v Church 

Faliwoo! v Fallwood 

Hunt v Hudson 

Ia re Taylor LIlisley v Randall and fc 

order 


In re Pearce May v Ellacott 

Smith v Maclure 

Todd v Fryer (for judgt on admissions) 

In re Norris Allen v Norris 

Ia re Chapel House Coll:ery Co, ld 

In re Dance Brown v Crow 

In re Brocas Cros v Marriage 

In re Roe Roe v Roe 

Pileen Joel, &3, Co v Osborne 

In re Smith Smith v Smith 

igpeag Aa — caus 
n re The Carriage Co-operative Sa 

Association ia “3 sid 


In re Hall Hall v Hall 
In re Dunning Hatherly v Dunning 
Boswell v C 


Tilghman’s Patent Sand Blast, &s, Co 
v Wright & Butler !d 

In re Atkinson Bazley v Daniel 

In re I James and Settled Land Act 

In re Norris Allen v Norris 

Ia re Army and Navy Provision Market 
Imtd and Co,’s Acts 

Mayor, &o, of Bristol vy Cox 

Greville v Marquis of Salisbury 

In re Evans Hnaghes v Leigh 

Hartley v Smith 

ln re Stewart Stewart v Crooke 

Inre Same Same v Same 

In re Compton Nortoa v Compton 

Chadwick v Rhead 

Llanover v Homfray 

Same v Same 

In re Steele Leigh v Steele 

In re Brand Culliflower v Holloway 

In re Wilkinson Milward vy Wilkinson 

In re Hill Hill vy Lane 

Harlow v Noah 

Noyes v Pollock 

Cesil v Langdon (expt Pitff) 

Same vy Same (expt Deft) 

Boswell v Coaks {expt Pitff) 

Same v Same (expt Deft C. J. Bunyon) 

{a re Maiiland Cochraa vy Howden 

In re Henry Paull 

In re Poole’s Sattlement and Settled 
Land Ast 

In re Tweedie and Miles’s Contrast and 
V & P Act, 1874 

Io re Batsman Bateman vy Mason 

Barnett and Fos'er v Barrets’s Screw 
Stopper, &c, Co (+xpt Pl ff) 

Same v Same (expt Deft) 

Ball v Malts Ry Colmtd (expt Pitff) 

n se Swkes Cutton vy Stokes (fur acct) 

Same v Same (fur diecovery & ) 

IBolion v Bylton 

In re Whitham Whitham v Waithim 

Penley v Rogers . 

G-evills Nugect vy Lord Salisbury 


SUMMARY. 
1.—V.C. Bacon—Actioss with and without Witnesses., *o os §6=:1:21 
Adjourned Sammonses., ee eo oe se ) 
— 16d 
2.—Mr. Justize Kay—Witness Actions ., oe ee oe es Ot 


Non- Witaess Aoc,ions * oe ** il 





ed Sammonees . se ee se 16 
Here Casldeietiene S pen caet eee 


mm nm Fe het 


bd ed 
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3.—Mr. Justice Cuitrry— Witness Actions ee os 4 ee 71 
Non- Witness Actions including Sammonees 100 

Further Considerations and Procedure Sums 16 

4.—Mr. Justice NontTH— Witness Actions.. ee ee ee oe 
5.—Mr. Justice Peanson— Witness Actions ee * ee ee 67 
Non- Witness Actions ee ee e 88 

Adjourned Summonses or °° 85 

Further Considerations ., ee on 17 


— 187 
184 


Total Causes and matters for Hearing in the Chancery Division ., 867 





QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Easter Sirtines, 1884. 
New Trial Paper. 

For Argument.] 

Moved 20th December, 1879 Middlesex, Nowell v Williams Sir H G ffard Lord 
Coleridge (Pc hd 25th, 26th, and 28th May, 1880, before Lord Coleridge and 
Justices Grove and Lopes) 

Moved 20d March, 1881 Liverpool, Starr & anr v Bolland MrGally Justice 
Field (Stands over) 

Moved 15th February, 1883 Norwich, Allison v Daplyn & ors Mr Cock Justice 
Mathew (Part beard To be mentioned) 

Moved 18th June, 1883 Middlesex, Addison v Pether & Son Mr Kingeford 
Justice Mathew (Stands over tl! cevision in Couct of Appeal ) 

Sct down 220d December, 1883 Middlesex, Westinghouse the younger v Lanca- 
sbire erd Yorkshire Ry Co Mr Webster Justice Denman (Stands over 
Notice to be given) 

Set down lst January, 1884 Midélesex, Same v Same Solicitcr-General Justice 
Denman (Stands over Notice to be giver) 

fet down 19th February, 1884 Leeds, Marley v Jackson & ors, Bedford and ors 
v Jackeon & ors Mr Forbes Juetic: Field (Stands for defts to apply) 

fet Cown 22ed February, 1584 Leeds, Marley v Jackson & ore, Bedford & ors v 
Ja:kson and ors Mr Rigby Justice Field (Stands for defts to apply) 

Set down 18th March, 1884 Middleeex, Wagetaff & anr v Jacobowiez Mr 
Murphy Beron Huddleston 

gene 26th March, 1884 Middlesex, Page v Harrison Mr C Rueaell Justice 

awvsins 

Set down «8th March, 1884 Middlesex Weldon v Lloyd Pit in Pereon Baron 
Huddleston 

Set down 28th March 1884 Middlesex, Gauntlett v Grosvenor Bank sued &c. 
Mr Collins Justice Lopes 

ay berg 28th March 1884 Middlesex, Haicesy Gathrie Mr MacIctyre Justice 

ove 

= 29th March 1884 Middlesex, Dover vy Syrett Mr Finlay Justice 

en 

S:t down Ist April 1884 Middlesex, Merson v London & North-Wes‘ern Ry 
Co Mr Bremner Baron Huddies'on 

—— 4th April 1884 Middlesex, Owen v Grant & Co. Mr Tollard Justice 

ow 

Set down 7th April 1884 Middlesex, Harrison McGregor & Co v Taylor and 
ant MrC Russell Justice Hawkina 

og hn 8th April 1884 Middlesex, Ross Smythe & C») v B:nnington Justice 


pes 

Setdown 9th April 1884 Middlesex, Bambridgs vy Randa'l Mr M:latyre 
Justice Stephen 

Set down 9th April 1884 Middlesex, Lightfoot v Crosthwaite Mr R T Reid 
Baron Huddleston 

wt yore ky lager Barrow & aur v Dyste-, Nalder & Co Mr 

Set down 10th April 1884 Middlesex, Scotney exor &¢ v Chamberlayne & anr 
Mr Pollard Baron Haddleston 

Set down 10th April 1884 Middlesex, Huddle-ton vy Waesler & snr Mr J J 
Sims Baron Huddleston 

Set down 16th April i884 Middlesex, Smith v Dart & Son Ju-tico Hawkins 

Set down 16h April 1884 Middlesex, Connery v Best, Saxby & Co M: Jeif 
Justice Hawkins 

Set down 16th April 1884 Middlesex, Australian Cold v Mr MaecAndrew Mr 
Cohen Justice Grove 

5 be 17th April 1884 Middlesex, Todd v Flower Mr Keogh Jastice 

en 

Set down 17th April 1884 Middlesex, Sanroma v Evens & Son Mr Petheram 

Justice Hawkins 
Special Paper. 
For Argument, 

Restored lst June 1883 Blewitt & anr (Noon and Co) v Cotton ¢cemr to defence 
(Stands over, notice to be given 

Set Cown 4th June 1883 Lodge Cparkers) v Crossley demr to defence (Stands 
over till decis on of appeal in + peg 

Set down 22ad February 1884 Hamilton, Fraeer & Co (Williameoo, Hill & Co) 
v Staley, Radford & Co special case 

fet down Sad April 1884 Shaw (Jaques & Co) v Port Phillip and Colonial Gold 
Mining Co, limd special case before two judges 


Oupens Motions. 
or Judgment. 


Howoroft v Reeves (heard before Baron Pollock and Jus‘ice Loper, Jan 28, 1884) 
Line and ore vy Warren, the elder (heard before Lord Catef Justice of Bagland and 
Baron Pollock, Feb 27, 1884) 
Alderton v Archer (ove before Lord Chief Jastice of England and Baron 
Pollock, Feb 27, 1884) 


Standing ever. 
Beckett y West Worthing Hotel Co j 
Leach and ors v Dodwell 
Same v Same 


OA ot ply nerapeert pny ues Dap es 4 & Seth) 
Waker ike 8 eins ee aa ene 





Hember v Buckout (8 O till action tried) 

Weod v Green and anr (S O till judgment given by Court of Appeal) 
Van Nierop & Sons v Henderson 

Same v Same (stands for farther report of Official Referea) 


For Argument, 
Thney v Staines & West Drayton Ry Co 
Dearle v Fulton & anr ¥ 
Manchester & Oldham Bank Id v Cook & Co 
Jacobs, Hart & Cov Brown & aur (Godsell 3rd party) 
Parker “* First Avenue Hotel Cold 
v 
Bridgman v Pike 
Davies v Fitzjames 
In re Base & ors 
Bavarian Brewery Co v Blundell 
Provident Association of England 1d v Thompson 
Hawilton Fraser & Co v S'a'ey, Radford & Co 
Mareball, trading, &c v la & aur 
Rau v Peravian Guano Co 
Casson v Churchley (E Churchley claimant) 
London & Provincial Stock Exchange Co ld v Willis 
Shaw & Co v Henderson (P A Bo claimant) 
Chnacery Division Hughes & apr v Morgan 
Gath v Howarth 
Chapmen v Holmes 
In re a Solicitor (Expte Incorporsted La w Society) 
Tn re an Arbitn between Oelrichs & Co and Van Glehn & Sons 
Salm -Kyrburg v Posnaneki 
Provider poe 4 eet d ld vy Thom: 
ro. ident Association o' Vv pson 
Bates v Burchell (Carter ool party) 
Fane v Donoughm>ore 
Hartas v Williamson 
Dorton v Gal on 
Jones v Evans 
Taylor vy Williams 
Farber v Bluck 
Crown Paper. 
For Judgment. 
Middlesex The Queen v H. M. Postmatrter-General Nisi for mandamus to ap- 
point arbitrator Ex parteG W. Railway Co Argued 28th March 
Avglesey Mersey Docks &c Bd y Overseers of Lianoilian Quarter Seesions 
Special Case 12 &13 Viotc45a1l Argued 10th Ma-ch 
The Queen v Commissioners of Sewers for Fobbing &o Mandamus 
Sp:cial case Argued 14th March 
For Argament. 
Kent The Queen v South-Eastern Ry Co Nisi for mandamus to assess com- 
pensation Ex parte Simpson and anr 
Surrey The Queen v Overseers of St Mary Magdal:n Bermonda-y Nisi for 
mandamus to wake out provisional list Ex parte Barrow 
Lancashire, Bury Sead vy Dixon County Court Mo ion to enter juigment for 
plaintiff or for new trial 
Derbyshire The Queen v Woodforde Eeq. Judge of County Court of Derbyshire, 
holden at Bslper and Feher Nisi to hear &c. action “Fisher v Heathcot»” 
or for certiorari to remove proceetings 
Manchester Seldon v Chariton & Soos Mazgirtrate’s c se 
fruro The Queen v Powell Esqand ora Jj &c Nisi for coaviction Ex p»te Gay 
London Direct Spanish Tel Co v Shepherd City of Loadon Court Motiva to 
enter jadgment for pits 
Kent ‘The Queen v Waring and ors Jj &c and Borer and ors Nisi to Jj to 
make orders under Pablic Heslth Act 1875 Ex parte Broml+y Looal Bo«rd 
Met Pol Dist Williams v B-ard of Worke Wandsworth District Magistrate's 


case 

Yorkshire Bradford Yeld and Co vy Walker County Court Special case Dii's 
appeal W TS Daniel esq Juige 

Sussex The Queen v Tooke esq andanr Jj &c Nisi fyr certiorari for order of 
dismissal and certificate of same Ex parte Heaysman ? 

Sussex The Queen v Tooke eeq and others &c and Trascott Nisi to hear iafor- 
mation Ex parte Heaysman 

Cheshire The Queen vy Overseers of Township of Macclesfild Nisi for man- 
damus to convene Vestry and take poll Ex parte Carr 

Essex The Queen v Jadge of County Court of Eesex holden at S:uthend and 
Puyuter Nisi tohear action Kx parte Po:fext aad anr . 

Middle-ex, Westminster Sherstone and ors Wray County Court Special care 


Dft's coon F Ba Jadge 

Essex Modern Perox Bldg? Soc v Hood ani anr County Court Motion te 
en‘er judgment for dfis or new 

Birmingham The Qaeen v Elkington esq and aor Jj &o Nisi for certiorari for 
order Ex gest Stanbary 

Lancashire The Queen v Judge of Salford Hundred Court ani Worsley Bros 
Nisi for prohibition Ex parte . 

Liverpool The Queen v Hasleburst auditor &0 Application for certiorari fo 
somone Ex parte Jones Refer.ed by Justice Mathew from Chambers 
2nd Feb 1884 

Middlesex Westminster Peckham v London General Om»ibus Cy County 
Court Plt’s motion for new trial 

Met Pol Dist Vestry of Marylebone y Rose Magistrate's case ; 

Surrey, South-erk Hough v Augar County Court Motion to enter judgment 
for aft or new trial 

Yorkshire, Kingeton upon Hall Leggott v Empringham and ors County Court 
Moti-.n to ente: jadgwent for ;lt 

Essex, Coelmefora Grimes v Grimes Oonnty Court Motion for new trial 

Glamorganshire The Queen v Guardiansof Stepney Poor Law Union Ovder of 
Se:sions Nisi to quash 


Revenue Paper, 
For Argument. 
Attorn' y-Gen of the Dact y of Lancaster v The Dake of Davonshire Exceptions to 


The Broughton & Plas Ccal Co Md v W. J. Kirkpatrick (Surveyor of Taxes) 
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COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES, 
Jomt Srock ComPantzs. 
Lrarrap £ IN | QUANCERT, 





COMPANY. an order made by Chitty, J., dated 
er 8, it was ordered that cam company wound up. Cave and Cave, Wal- 
one & solicitors for the petition: 
OF 


LONDON PUBLISHING Compa, [terran Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented March et a J., on April 26. 
Old ——— inn, Chancery lane, agent for kane ing, Porteen, solicitor for the 


ohaas Hox: ae ~¥ Py sos ANY, LIMITED.—Petition for wind: resented 
fue s oo » be heard wok Galore oe Sooo be Ce Ap _—= ma and Co, 
inn, agents for Contwrtent, Chester, so! r for the oner 

OLATHE coke SILvER Minine abt, Lamtrat, Petition for windi up, presented 
‘Apri, directed to beheard before Pearson, Jy oo Sark er and Miller, 

Sherborne lane, Cannon st, solicitors for the petiti oner (Gazette, April 18.) 
Borax Company, Lruwirgp.—By an order made _ by Pearson, J., ted April Fil 8, it 
wes euteee oo that petitions. be wound up. Munk & Co, Gane ei st, 

r the oners 

ite AN Rattway Company, Liutrep.—Petition for winding 


1, directed to be heard before Kay, J.,on May 2. Fisher 

ant Uo, Ola Jen J oury Sadao solicitors for the petitioner 
RESHAM BANK, LimiTED.—Petition for winding up, presented April 21, directed 
eet Gcleee Peomen. 7, on May 3. Fisher and Carter, Old Jewry cham- 


4 for the petitioner 

J.B ERS ELECTRIC LIGHT J Lg Company, Lrm1ITED.—Petition for 

winding up, presented April eard before Bacon V.C., on 
May 8. Rooks and Co, King st Fy me: ly solicitors for the petitioners 

ULVERSTON Mrintna Company, .—Creditors are required, on or before 

15, to — their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 

or to Stephen Hart Jackson, Ulverston. May 22 at 12 is appointed for 

pomeng oes eljeiieating upon the debts and Sl 


UNITED apom BoaT AND aes AOCOID: mts COMPANY, 
Luarep.—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated March 22 ordered that 
the company be wound up. Munk and Co, Queen Victoria. Zz ‘solieiaees for the 


petitioner 


[ Gazette, April 22.] 
Frrenpiy Socretres Dissoivep. 
Broepen LopcGe, No. 917, N.A.1.U.0.0.F., George Inn, Station st, Darlaston, 
Stafford. April 16th 
NortTH yr WoRKING MAN’s PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING S0- 


CIETY. A; 
PEMBROKE a BENEFIT Society, National School, Pembroke. April 17 
( Gasette, April 22.] 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


A 29.—Messrs. Exiis & Son, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold and Leasehold 
ies (see advertisement, this week, page 4 
A 30.—Messrs. EDWIN Fox & BOUSFIELD, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold 


Rent (see advertisement, March 29, page 3), 








DEATH. 
Dunn.—Mar. 30, at Harrogate, Dorothy Ann Dunn, the wife of Hugh Dunn, 
solicitor, town clerk of Darlington, aged 61. 








The pfospectus is issued of the Enderley Mills (Limited) having a 
capital of £150,000 in 30,000 shares of £5 each, of which the present issue 
consists of 20,000 shares. The company is formed for the purpose of 
taking over, continuing, and extending the business of the army con- 
tractor, general uniform manufacturer, and equipment furnisher, 
established and successfully carried on by Mr. Richard Stanway at the 
Enderley Mills, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Staffordshire, and for acquiring 
the freehold mills, with their machinery and plant, as a going concern. 

The directors of the National Life Assurance Society have issued their 
report, in which they state that during 1883 the new assurances effected 
were somewhat less than those in the previous year; but they have reason 
to believe that the recent alterations in the rules and practice of the 
society have been very cordially approved, especially that by which, while 
the fullest security was provided, the unlimited liability of individual 
members was abolished; and that by which claims are now payable in 
bm days, instead of ‘three months, after admission of the proof of 


At the Stock and Share Auction and Advance Company’s sale, held on 
the 24th inst., at their rooms, 58, Lombard-street, City, the following were 
among the prices obtained :—Denver Gold, 2s. 3d. ; ; Ruby and Dunderberg 
Consolidated Old shares, 26s.; New shares, 20s. ; “Army and Navy Hotel, 
37s. 6d.; Kapanga Gold, 4s. 6d.; Hoover Hill Gold, 4s. ; Nouveau 
Monde, 3s. 6d. Other miscellaneous shares fetched fair prices. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE BANKRUPTCY Coa 1883, 
RECEIVING ORD: 
Frmay, A ril 18, 188 1884 

Robert, Manchester, Photograp er. Manchester. Pet April 16, Ord 


16. Exam April 28 at 12.30 
Davy, Joseph, yey on Hull, Victualler. Kingston on Hull. Pet 


Licensed 
April is Ord April 16, Exam April 28 at 12at the Court house, Townhall, 
Green, Morris, Shet Sheela, Br Blade Grinder. Sheffield. Pet April15. Ord 
en May uur emiela’ Fish Salesman. Sheffield, Pet April 15. Ord April 16, 


or, Lancashire, Oil Manufacturer. Salford. Pet Mar 31. Ord 
‘tee 30 a 


ig on 





Commission Agent. Bolton. Pet April 








Johnson, Robert, Sunderland, Confectioner. Sunderland, Pet A; . 
April 10. Exam April 24 myhy anit 
ones, Edward, Torquay, Gent. Exeter. Pet April2. Ord April 16. aed 


1 
Jukes, John we Howport (Mon.), Tobacconist. Newport (Mon.). Pet A: 
46, “Ord April 16.” Exam April 29 at 11 =s 
uel William, Sheffield, Grocer, Sheffield. Pet April 10. Ord Apri 
Exam May 8 at 11.30 
Bevenshien, Hotel Keeper. Exeter. Pet April 2. 


McEwan, Oral pete ‘Teacher of Shorthand. High ¢ Court. Pet April 


16. Ord May 22 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
—-. t Bening ham, Boot Maker. Birmingham. Pet April 16. Ord 
O*Hanlon, Bae pe ery Shipping Clerk. Liverpool. Pet April 


Parry, Ro Hurstpi ati eit Licensed Victualler. Brighton. Pet 
il 15. May 8at 12 
Poxon, George, Gt Yarmouth. Bricklayer. Gt PS nanny Pet April 16. Ord 





Ave 16. Exam May 10 at 10.30 at Townhall, Gt 
Smyth are, a> ae ple, Carriage Builder. a. Pet April 16. Ord 
Exam April 
Wilton, B Edward, + Staffordshire, Draper. Walsall. Pet April10. Ord 
Ww. att, | Westbromwich, SeaBewdchion, Greengrocer. Oldb' Pet April 
? Ord April 10, Exam April “" . 


MEETINGS 
Bear, William, Padiham, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner. April 28 at 3.30. Exchan 
Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley . 7 ot 
Blackburn, Samuel William, Leeds;Grocer. April 30 at 11. Official Receiver, St. 
=w’s chbrs, 22, Park row, Leeds 





—— Charles, Ironmonger lane, Solicitor. April 30 at 12. 38, Carey st, 
Churchley, Job. wrest, Soanwie ome pe April 29 at 3. Luke 
Jesson harp, O ‘ : ee e row, B ham 


Francuer, Thegase Tou! “Ball's Pond Mat St uae. Fancy Bracket Makes April 
2 ati2. Bankruptcy ces, Porta rtugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Hards, Alfred John, Sandwich, Victi April 25 at 2. 32, St. 


George st 
Howorth, John, Heywood, Lancashire, Commission Agent. April 30 at 11. 16, 








Wood st, Bolton 

Johnson, bert, Sunderland, Confectioner. April 25 at 12. Official Receiver, 
21, Fawcett st, Sunderland 

Johnston, W: ~ Cs Dealer. April 29 at3. 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 


Jukes, J ohn Webb, Ne anes » Tobacconist. April 30 at 2.30. 
Official Receiver, 34, Bri a % Ne 

Knight, Thomas Hail, Lostwithiel, Beech Coal Merchant. April 26 at 12. 
Duke of Cornwall Hotel, Plymouth 

Nathan, J hh, Birr ham, Boot Manufacturer. April29at1i1. Luke Jesson 

Sharp, chmbrs, Colmore row, Birmingham 

O'Hanlon, Michael, 8 Stanley. ao cashire, Bhipping Clerk, April 29 at 2. Official 

c’ 


bon bldgs, ria st, Liverpool 
Robert, Po ae t, Sussex, Licensed Victualler. April 30 at 2.30. 





ay 


Parry, 
160 anry, Hob 

Riddeoug = as _, Baker. April 25 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 
Ogden's a chmb Bridge s st, Manchester 


rs, 
, Thomas Edward, King’s L an, Boot Manufacturer. April 25at 11. Mr. 
W.B. Whall, Market sq, anes 
Shacklady, William Bailey, W: sheen A Abbey, Essex, Corn Merchant’s Manager. 
April 25 at 11. 28 and 29, St Swithin’s Jane 
by wilem | Henry, Westbury, Wiltshire, Hay Dealer. April 25 at 2.45. 
Wy ent, James, West yo Staffordshire, Greengrocer. April 25 at 11. 
ourt-house, Oldbury 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
- a Robert, Manchester, sien Manchester. Pet April 16. Ord 
Base. arrett, Francis Gateshead, Builder. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet April2. Ord 
1 
Bocthaan, Braylesford Harry, penbeiton, Huntingdonshire, Solicitor. High 
Court. Pet Feb13. Ord ley oe 
Blackburn, Samuel Willia: ds, Grocer. Leeds. Pet April10. Ord April 16 
Beston, ae. ‘Loughborough, Leicestershire, Seedsman. Leicester. Pet 
ar 24, 
ener Wo Jo «4 Ae Bromwich, Staffordshire, Draper. Oldbury. Pet April 5. 
rd Ap 
be nyt Toh a, a damdihorongh, Leicestershire, Innkeeper. Leicester. Pet 
ar 
Gone, & Morris, Abomea, Table-Blade Grinder. Sheffield. Pet April 15. Ord 
Hae adie Seoiialé. ¥ Fish Salesman. Sheffield. Pet April 15. Ord April 16 
Lan gley, John, Btoc tockport , Cheshire, Felt Hat Body Maker. Stockport. Pet 
D 
a, Ont yonae pe AWich: Holborn, Teacher of Shorthand. High Court. Pet Apr 
16. Ap 
Moon, Henry, Leeds, out of business. Dowstary. Pet April9. Ord April 16 
Smith, Fone Melville, Halifax, Solicitor. Halifax. Pet April7. Ord April 16 
Williams, George Frederick, Newport, p a Ry Publican. Newport 
(Mon). Pet ‘April 9. Ord April 
Woe. plenty, High Barnet, Hertfordshire, Grocer. Barnet. Pet Mar 25. 


Wyatt, James, West Bromwich, Staffordshire, Greengrocer. Oldbury. Pet Apr 


Francuer, Thomas Louis, Ball’s Fost rd, St Luke’s, Fancy Bracket Maker. High 
Court. Pet Feb16, Ord Apri 
7 itwoervna Sones 
UESDAY, April 22 
Abell, seotiew: Cheltenham, Solicitor. Cheltenham. Pet April 19. Ord 


April 19 
Barndi pater Gee Seem Yoh Brighton, Baker. Brighton. Pet Aprili8. Ord April 19. 


Bee pe be “Sutton in Ashfield, Nogiindhagutbize, General Dealer. Notting- 
ham. Pet April16. Ord April 16. Exam May 13 

Brown, John , Cottingham, Yertaemnptoushize, Farmer. Northampton. 
Pet Mar 29. Ord April 19. Exam May 

Clark, J — New Clee, Lincolnshire, een. Gt Grimshy. Pet Apriliz7. Ord 
April Exam May 8 at 12 at Townhall 

Evans, David. Machynlleth, Montgomerynhire, Tanner. Aberystwith. Pet 


eld, Hany i7. Ord April 17. Exam May 1 at 10 
* , ee, Gent. Birmingham. Pet April 1. Ord April 10. 


Ford, a Thane Rowland, and William John Dover, Norwich, Shoe Manufacturers. 

Notwich. Pet April 18, Ord April 18, Exam May 21 at 12 at Shirehall. Nor- 
c e 

Gillard, Walter Bruce, East oY Surrey, Commercial Traveller. High 

falas Pet April 18. Ord April 18.’ Exam May-7 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 


eee, Leesa Leeson, Nottingham, Grocer. Nottingham. Pet Aprilié. Ord April 17. 
>¢ 
= Edward John, Cardiff, Shipowner. Pet April 16. Ord April 16, Exam 
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Hook, Baan, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk, Fish Merchant, Gt Yarmouth. Pet Apr 
Exam May 10 at 10.30 at Townhall, Gt Yarmouth 
Ord our 16, elton! y_1 ; ae, hel Pet 18. 
Bam 16 at 1 . Apr 


J 
secre, Et ag Nottingham, Printer. Nottingham. Pet April9. Ord 
weir _- “Ream May 13 
Witiem, illiam, Leicester, Tailor. Leicester. Pet Apr15. Ord Apri7. Exam 
May? a 10 


John, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Worcester. Pet Apri7. Ord 
7 7. Exam Apr 28 at il 
Shepherd, Be , Barnsley, Saddler. Barnsley. Pe) Apriz7. Ord Apri7. Exam 


Simister, Thomas Hyde.  Gheshine, Grocer. Ashton under Lyne. Pet April 18. 
A) Exam y 1 
Paw Soy A 1, Charles, Brighton, Upholsterer. Brighton. Pet April 19. Ord April 19. 
xam. at 

nuiey, Thotnae Joh J a, Brighton, Tobacconist. Brighton. Pet Apr 17. Ord Apr 
18. 

rurell, Alfred Jahn, Merton, Oxfordshire, Farmer. Oxford. Pet Mar 3i. Ord 
Apr 16. Exam May 22 at 12.30 

Townsen «yr rwnsend, . bees ne os ir Cray, Kent, Builder. Croydon. Pet April 4. 
0 1 

Wiliams, William, Nottingham, Solicitor. Nottingham. PetMar 95. Ord April- 
16. Exam Ma 

Wright, Williams 1A Atkinson, jaetn Spring Maker. Leeds. Pet April18. Ord 

pet 18. Exam April 23 a 

ya , Robert, Hoveton St 5 . Norfolk, Farmer. Norwich. Pet April 12. 
ord April 17. — = 21 at 12 at Shirehall, Norwich Castle 

Dixon, William He Thomas Wilson, Sunderland, Steamship Managers. 
Sunderland. Pet 95, Ord April 17. Exam May 15 at 2.30 


The following Amended Notices are substituted for ie publishedin the London 
Gazette of the 11th of April, 1 
Tittle, J che, Renpett, Bristol, Brewers’ Agent. Bristol. Pet Mar 26. Ord April 
7. Exam 2 at 12 
Churchley, Job, Westbromwich, Staffordshire, Draper. Oldbury. Pet April 5. 
Ord April 16. ’ Exam April 25 


The following Amended Notice is substituted for that published in the London 
Gazette of the 4th of April, 1884. 
Hardwicke, J. B., Threadneedle st, Banker’s Clerk. High Court. Order made 
under s. 103, Ord Mar 29. Exam May 2 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 


First MEETING 
Banks, Robert, Manchester, Photographer. ‘April 29 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 
Ogden’ s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Barnden, George John, Brighton, Baker. May 2 at 2. Official Receiver, 160, 
North st, Brighton 
Baxter, James, Sutton in Ashfield, Nottinghamshire, General Dealer. April 30 
atii. Official Receiver, Exchange walk, Nottingham 
Clark, John, New Clee, Lincolnshire, Draper. April 29 at 11. O/jicial Receiver, 
Haven st, Gt Grimsby 
Colledge, Joseph Chicken, St Kilda’s rd, Stoke Newington. May5at 11. 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Davy, Joseph, Kingston upon Hull, Licensed Victualler. April 30at 2. Hull In- 
corporated Law ociety, Lincoln’s inn bldgs, Bowlalley lane, Hull 
Endacott, Jchn Ellicombe, Stapleton, Gloucestershire, Licensed Victualler. May 
1at12, Official Receiv er, Bank chbrs, Bristol 
Field, Harry, Birmingham, Gentleman. April 29 at 12, Luke Jesson Sharp, 
Whitehall ¢ hbrs, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Figg, William, Ellesborough, Buckinghamshire, Farmer. May7at11. County 
Court Office, Aylesbury 
Ford, Thomas Rowland, Sprowston, Norfolk, Shoe Manufacturer. May 1 at 4. 
Official Receiver, Queen st, Norwich 
Ford, Thomas Rowland, and William John Dover, Norwich, Shoe Manufacturers. 
May 1at3. Official Receiv er, Queen st, Norwich 
Green, Leeson, Nottingham, Grocer. April 29at11. Official Receiver, Exchange 
walk, Nottingham 
Green, Morris, is, Sheffield, Table Blade Grinder. April 30 at12. Official Receiver 
Fig Tree lane, Sheffi 
Hare, Francis, Shomied. i ish Salesman. April 30 at 1. Official Receiver, Fig 
Tree lane, Sheffield 
Barter LA , Salford, Oil Manufacturer, April 30 at 2.30. Court House, Encombe 
lfor 
90k, Edward, Gt Yarmouth, Fish Merchant. April 30 at 3. Lovewell Blake, 
South Quay, at Yarmouth 
Jacobs, Marcus, land, Clothier. May 5 at 2. Bankruptcy Offices, Portugal 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Jones, Edward, Torquay, Gent. April 30 at 11. Castle of Exeter, Exeter 
Kitching, Senmual \ — Sheffield, Grocer. April 30 at 11. Official Receiver, 
Tree lane, Sheftield 
Lee, John Widger, Topsham, Devonshire, Hotel Keeper. April 30 at 12. Castle 
of Exeter, Exeter 
Leech, Arthur, Newcastle under Lyme, Solicitor. April 30at38. North Stafford 
Station Hotel, Stoke upon Trent 
Mackintosh, Lachlan, and Herbert Lloyd Beauchamp, East Acton lane, East 
on. Merchants. May 9 at 12. Bankruptcy Offices, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 
inn fie 
Moore, Witem, Leicester, Tailor. May 2at3. Official Receiver, 28, Friar lane, 
icester 
Moore, William Henry, Nottingham, Printer. April 30 at12. Official Receiver, 
Exchange walk, Nottingham 
Poxon, George, Gt Yarmouth, Bricklayer. April 30 at 2.30. Lovewell Blake, 
poguth @ quay Gt Yarmouth 
kinson, John, Shambles, Worcester, Lieensed Victualler. May 1 at 11.30. 
Roma cial Receiver, Worcester 
Sinister Thomas, Hyde, Cheshire,Grocer. May 2at2. Official Receiver, Town- 
il chbrs, Ashton under Lyne 
Pa ames Wilson, otherwise known as Charles Merion. Hauberk rd, Clapham 
a mmon, Theatri cal Manager. May 1 at 3. Official Receiver, 109, Victoria 


emi, 3 cseph, ee Speman, Buckinghamshire, Tailor. May 7 at 11. County 
5m ci , Barnstaple, Carriage Builder. April 30 at2. 8, The Square, 
voreceu Upholsterer. April 90 at 12. Official Receiver, 160, 
Til ey Thomas John L » Brighton, Tobacconist. May 1at2.30. Official se 
by ~ moon, J John, un confined in her Matesty’ s | Prison at Cobdbath ¥ 





On 
Wines, Edward, nasion, a etchice De — Salve 2. ¢ 
r 
Wilson, toy Otte e rd, > Bout jieoknen, 0 Ship Owner. Seng a Bank- 


ges, Forsagal st, coln’s 

Wright, William Atkinson, Leeds, 8 ae “Maker. May 2atii. Official Re- 
eiver, St Andrew’s chmbrs, 22, Parks row, Leeds 

Yellop, Robert, igveton 8 St John, Norfolk, Farmer. May1ati, Official Re- 

The following remandel neta notice is substituted for that published in the London 





Ganette of the Sith of Agel, 1m ghee 


tape nee deme Mie ame Ree Grate ris. ie 


Sharp, brs, Colmore row, Birmingham 

ADJUDICATIONs. 
Abell, George Mutlow, Cheltenham, Solicitor. Cheltenham. Pet April19. Ord 
Bantam, , Abbott, Gt Grimsby, Lincolnshire, Milk Dealer. Gt Grimsby. Pet 
Angee, ¢ Allen, Penge, Painter. Croydon. Pet March 20. Ord April 


Adteintein, Sidisin, COotalens, Gishianaiins, Giaeeiiiaiin Bolton. Pet April5. Ord 


April 19 
Bowen, James, Sunderlan: Drawer. Sun Pet March 27. Ont. A 
Chest, oo Li id rd, Crickle Builder. Barnet. Pet Fe Ord 


Oger Fred nite ae, Stowmarket, Suffolk, Grocer. Bury St Edmunds, Pet 
“ ri 

Cooke, Harry, Norwich orwich, Bootmaker. Norwich. Pet April?. Ord April 17 
Croft, Thomas, Seacombe, Manure Maker. Birkenhead. Pet 31. Ord 


Apr 16 
4 aleer 3 Bruce, East Dulwich, Commercial Traveller. High Court. Pet 
Apr 18. Ord Apr 18 

Hen, Biases ard William, H. Hertford, out of business. Hertford. Pet Mar 29. Ord 

Edward, New Clee, Lincolnshire, Fish Merchant. Gt Grimsby. 


Alfred 
e..4 1 Brosdetaive, Jeweller Can Pet Mar 22. Ord A r 19 
e . 
es. EF Bolton. 


—r by gohan, Heywood, Lancashire, Apr 16. 
Jarvis. er iA Old Brentford, Corn Dealer. Brentford. Pet April 1. Ord 


Apr 9 
Jones, ri Madeley, Shropshire, Grocer. Madeley. Pet March 27. Ord 
pr 
Jones, Yen Liverpool, Poulterer. Liverpool. Pet March 20. Ord Agee 17 
—s— artin Charles, Swansea, Bootmaker. Swansea. Pet March Ord 


Manning, Frederic, Worcester, Jeweller. Worcester. Pet March 28. Ord April 


Millom, Frederick, § Southampton, Licensed Victualler. Southampton. Pet 
iam so, =. grove, Liscard, Nurseryman. Birkenhead. Pet Feb 28. 
-~— Oe | pm yy Valence, Hampshire, Farmer. Winchester. Pet 
Parry, 7 Robert, Hurstpierpoint, Sussex, Licensed Victualler. Brighton. Pet 
Rawson, Edwin Thomas, New Brighton, Builder. Birkenhead. Pet March 19. 


i ta ly John, Quorndon, Leicestershire, Butcher. Leicester. Pet Marca 
irre, Alfred Jo John, Merton, Oxfordshire, Farmer. Oxford. Pet March 31. 
Tigtle, John, Bennett, Bristol, Brewers’ Agent. Bristol. Pet March 26. Ord 
vary, Calvert, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Grocer. Birkenhead. Pet March 29. Ord 
Watts So ohn, Newark upon Trent, Shoemaker. Nottingham. Pet March 27, Ord 
Whliaker, Fred Frederick, Coleman st, Licensed Victualler. High Court. Pet March 
Waltems, 7 tiams, Michael, Fish st hill, Asphalte Importer. High Court. Pet March 7. 
Wingato, D David, Gloucester, Builder. Gloucester. Pet March 15. Ord April 


W0d, Frank. junr., Storrington, Sussex, no business. Brighton. Pet March 4. 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce -. . ad most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Rupper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKKNED 

h starch, &c., and In REALITY CHEAPER than such 


Made instantaneously with boiling water, teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoatrwa a La Vanitiz is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 


In tins at 1s. 6d., 3s., 5s. 64., &c., by Chemists and 
Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. Scuwzirzer &Co.,10 Adam-st., Strand, ].ondon, W 


THE NEW PRACTICE DECISIONS. 

=" Edition (with Supplement, containing the New 
ules, Orders, and Decisions to March, 1881), now 

aie crown 8vo, cloth (1,170 pages), price 15s. 
BXTER Ss ‘JUDIGA’ rUR« ACIS and 
RULES. By WYNNE E. BAXTER, Solicitor, 
paw ge for Sussex, and late Under-Sheriff of London 
and Middlesex. The Fifth Edition, with Supple- 
ment, is now ready, price 15s., crown 8yo, cloth (1,170 

Lges). 





ing the New Rules, 


p Suppianent, con’ 
d h, 1884, may be had 


odes, ani ecisions to M 
separately, price 5s. 

London: BUTTERWORTHE, 7, Fleet-street, Her 
Majesty’s Law Publishers. 


AW.—A Solicitor of conriderable and 
varied experience (admitted 1879), who is ener- 
tic, expeditious, and of business habits, and who 
has had first-rate experience in Conveyancing and 
Chancery matters in offices of high standing in 
Lincoln’s-inn and the City, and who is now with 
a first-rate West-end firm, engaged in Chancery, 
Conveyancing, and General Practice, desires a Con- 
veyancing and Chancery Managing Clerkship in a 
high-class London Office ; a testi- 
monials as to character, ability, &c.—Address, E. E., 
care of Clements & Son, Law Stationers, 22, Chancery- 
Jane. 


LAY: — Managing Clerkship, with a view 
to Partnership, Wanted by a Gentleman; fair 
Conyeyancer, well up in County Court, Succession, 
and Residuary work. Slight advocacy.—Address, 8., 
* Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


AW.—Solicitor_ (Prizemau 1881) employed 
constantly since and admitted, seeks Convey- 
ancing or govern E and Assistant General 
Clerksbip i in a good firm ondonc . W est of England 
preferred.—C. L., ‘Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 
Chan cery-lane, W.C. 


t Rape —Oonveyancing and General Clerk 
(23) Seeks Engagement; nearly five years in 
present situation ; shorthand; unexceptional refer- 
ences.—J. C -W., 20, Birkby-t -terrace, Huddersfield. 

AW.- A Medical Man wishes to Place his 

Son (who has just passed the Finals) in an 

Office where by hard work future promotion will 
follow ; present salary not an object.—Apply to P. R., 
care of Mr. Stanley Robinson, 11, Poultry, E.C 


AW.—A proficient Shorthand Cle:k Seeks 
Re- -engagement, Conveyancing under super- 
vision salary moderate; highest references. — 
‘Adasess, T. W. Ginn, 64, Saint Andrew’ s-street, 
Cambridge. 
GREAT SAV ING to SOLICITORS and 
BF ae petcd woe in Office Expenses can be 
yurchasing their STATIONERY and 
QOCOUN’ OOKS at F. CORSE’S Law and General 
tionery Warehouse, Bedford-rysw House, Theo- 
bald’s-road, London. Judicature Foolscap (full 
weight guaranteed), ruled for Affidavits or Costs, 
equal to that. usually sold at 21s. per ream, 15s. 6d. 
per ream. er Gualities kept in stock. Brief Paper, 
14s., 168., 178. 6d., and 18s. Det ree. = wh s Hand- 
Brie f, 248. per rea: Letter Co 
eight qualities it) at 5 Whclenalo 
and ritin Copied, tatements of 
im and Defence davits, and ev descri 
ion of Law y Printing | expeditiously and correct: 
done. - Send for Price List and Samples to F. CORSE, 
Bedtord-row House, London, Cc, 


| J NIVEBSITIES, Civil Service. Taya: per" 
Medical Preliminary, and other Examinations. 
— from fourteen years of age prepared by a 
and Public Examiner of nineteen ore experi- 
ence; late Fellow of his College.—Rev. H. Row 
= ag M.A., Great Braxted ox lg  Withos, 











27, 











OYAL COU R’ r 3 of JUSTIOE, — Cone 
ene, Toteee Chambers Summons Lists, and all 
ape ‘apers may be had either se arately 
subscription at Room 9, Temple Bar en’ ce. 





EDE AND SON, 
ROBE Soe MAKERS, 


BY 4PECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench Corporation of London &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peac 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON 


NATIONAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY 
FOR MUTUAL ASSURANCE, 
2, KING WILLIAM STREET, LONDON, E.C. 





Established 1830. 


MODERATE PREMIUMS. LARGE PROFITS. 
UNDOUBTED SECURITY. 


Military and Naval Officers assured at moderate 
fixed premiums covering all risk of Service at Home 
and Abroad. 


Claims paid 30 days after admission. 
Further information may be obtained on applica- 


tion to 
HENRY JOHN PUCKLE, Secretary. 





I AW FIRE INSURANOE OFFICE, 114, 
_4 Chancery-lane, London, 4 opr 24, 1884. —Notice 
is hereby Given that the GENERAL 
MEETING of the Ghareiniders of “the 7 Fire In- 
surance Society will be held at the ge Sy Office, 
Chancery-lane, on Tuesday, the 6th day of y next, 
to Elect Seven Directors, in the room of the like 
number of Directors who go out by rotation, and 
also to Elect Three Auditors, in the room of the like 
number who retire, and for General Purposes. 

And that an Extraordinary General Meeting of the 
Shareholders will likewise be held at the place afore- 
said. for the Election of Two Directors, in the room 
of Francis omas Bircham, Esq.. and Thomas 
William Budd, Esq. deceased ; also for the Election 
of an Auditor, in the room of Frederick Morgan, 
Esg., who has resigned this office. The business of 
the said Extraordinary Meeting to take place imme- 
diately after the termination of the business of the 
Annual General Meeting, 


The following Directors going out by rotation are 
eligible and offer themselves for re-election :— 
WwW eam Thomas Carlisle, Bartle John Laurie Frere, 
George Rooper, Esq. 


Oey es Norris Wilde, 
John Moxon Clabon, Esq. 


Agee William White, |i Fiedarick Peake, Esq. 
sq 


The Auditors retiring are— 
Edward Transia Bigg, Esq. 
Octavius Leefe, Esq. 
William Tanner Neve, Esq. 


They are eligible and offer themselves for re-election. 

The Candidates for the vacant seats at the Board 
are William Coppard Beaumont, Frederick John 
Blake, Thomas Dolling Bolton, Frederick Morgan, 
and Spenc er Croughton Wilde, Esquires. 

The candidate for the vacant Auditorship is Edward 
Hugh Whitehead, — 

The Chair will be en at One o'clock precisely,— 
By order of the Board of Directors, 

GEORGE WILLIAM BELL, preter: 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
4 RANCE COMPANY. Chief Office — 126 
CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 

The Funds in hand and Capital Subscribed amount to 
upwards of ag sterling. 
Chairman—J amEs CuDDON ae layemecacest Toman 
Middle "Tem e. 

Deputy-Chairman — C. PEMBERTON, E (Lee & 
Pembertons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’ -innficids. 

The Directors invite attention to the New Form of 
Life Policy, which is free from all conditions. 

Policies of Insurance granted — eontin- 
gency of Issue at moderate rates 

The Company ADVANCES Money on Mortage of of 
Lie, ee and Reversions, whether absvl 
contingen 

The Company also purchases movebaions, giving the 
vendor the option of re-purchase within a limited 
peice, whether the tenant for life be vine or not. 

rhe pe meee copies of the Directors’ Reports and 


Sheet, and ev information, sent 
post-free on application to — 


FRANK MoGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 








LIFE ASSOCIATION OF SCOTL 


(For Life Assurance and Annuities.) . 
ANNUAL REVENUE 2. oss, sas 70,4 
LOANS made on Freeholds, Leaseholds, and th 
permed meen 4 Life Interests, — 3 
tingen versions. Loans upon versions @ 
made at annual interest, or in “cone deration 





deferred 
London: 5, Lombard-street, and 123, Pali 
Edinb argh : 82, Princes-street. 





ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMP! 
Established 1836, 
FIRE AND LIFE. AT HOME AND ABROAD 
Lonvon: 1, Mocca. roto om ABEEDEEN; 


INCOME re FUNDS | Or 
Fire Premiums ... vee 
Life Premiums ... ooo eee ove 


£460,100 
181,600 

Interest pO a 
PI "Funds ee ee oo £2,7 


LERIOCAL, MEDICAL, and GENERAD 
LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 2 
13, St. JAMEs’s SquaRE, LONDON, 8.W. Be: 


Chairman,Rt.Hon.SirJ. 2 waned, er »M.P. DOL 
Annual Income eee oy 
Assurance Fund 

Established 1824, for the assurance br Health 
Invalid lives 

New and liberal conditions of assurance al 
Prospectus). 

B. NEWBATT, Actuary and Secretar 
N.B.—The usual Commission allowed to Solici 


ONDON ASSURANOE CORPOBATIO¥. 
Entebbe by Royal Charter, A.D. 1720, - 
No. 7, Royal Exchange, E.C.. 
55, Parliament-street, 8.W 
Marine, Fire, and e Assurances have en 
granted ym ‘Corporation for more thana ceff 


and a hal: 
Funds in hand exe eed £3,200,000. 
| EVERSIONARY and LIFK INE 








and 





RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPS 
or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED. or 
or Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLI 
VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Estab 
1835. Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans n 


capitalized. 
F. 8. CLAYTON, } Joint 
C. H. Ci. AYTON, ; Secre 


TNNHE CUMMEROCIAL UNION ASSE 
ANCE COMPANY.—FIRE, LIFE, MART 
Capital fully subscribed ....... £2 
Capital paid-up ...... 
Life Fund in Special Trust for 
holders exceeds... 
Other Funds exce d . 
TOTAL INVESTED 





lhe 1,00, 
NDS UPWARDS UF 
MILLIONS. 
Total Annual Premium Income exceeds 
Uarer Orricss: 19 ayp 20, CORNAILL, ionBon 
Wast Ewp Orrics: 8, PALL MALL, LONDON, 


T. GEORG’S HOSPITAL MEDIO 
SCHOOL, Hyde Park Corner, 8.W.—The 
mer Session will commence on Th ursday, ; 
The Examination for the William 4 Ee 
£100 per annum, tenable for two years, will be 





WILLIAM Wanna, 2 M.D., Dean of the School. c 


YAaVENDISH QULLEGE, OAMBRIUG ‘ 


Four Scholarships of £30 each, tenable for 3 9 
given, ne by the Clothworkers’ Es agen Y * one by# 
Grace the Duke of Devonshire, K oue by B 3 
poe gy Esq., M.P., and one by EB Foster, Baty 

will be cffered for competition on yt 6, 7, am 
1884. Candidates must be under 17 on August 6, 

The usual age of entry being between 16 and 

may be taken at 19. 


De 
e College Charges for Lodging, Board (with 
extra Term in th mg Vacation), and mt 
necessary expenses of Tuition ai University 
are £84 annum. 

For er information apply to the Wag» 
Cavendish College, Cambridge. 2 


FuSNISH your HOUSES or APatte 
MENTS 


July. 
on i ra and full information may be ob 
ro: 





and most liberal. 

a a oy ‘ ii 4 

Cash prices. No extra charge for time 

Illustrated priced Catalogues, with full ine cues 

F. M ER, ae 
. MOED 249, and 250, To’ 

road, and 19, 20, and 21, ‘Morwell-street, 

lished 1862, 


x 


cou 





- SOLICITORS and 

a Well-lighted Offices and 

t Lonsdale Chambers, far 

(opposite ~ oa" Law Courts). Apply 0 x 
.» Chartered oul 

premises, ' < 


Others.— Le 
to 





